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Race to the Top
Technical Review Form - Tier 2 V

North Carolina Application #4920NC-1

A. State Success Factors

Available Tierd1 | Tier2 | Init

(A)(1) Articulating State's education reformagendaand | 65 81 61
|LEA's participation in it i
| (i) Articulating comprehensive, coherent reform agenda 6 4 4

(ii) Securing LEA commitment 45 43 43

(i) Translating LEA particlpation into statewide Impact s | 14 | 14 |

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

North Carolina's reform agenda is both comprehensive and coherent and based on an already existing
agenda or mission for education improvement. The goals are simple, stralghtforward and related to all four

of the ARRA education areas. The path is well described and well-organized to support statewide progress.
| Itis noteworthy that all 116 Local Education Agencies ("LEAs:), the Chalrs of the local school boards and all |
| but one president of the local teachers' associations signed the MOUs and that all have committed to i
participate in all the initiatives that are relevant to their schools. The only potential Issue raised Is what i
happens if a newly-defined "lowest achieving school" Is in one of the LEAs that did not agree to implement
that part of the plan associated with turning around the lowest achieving schools. By virtue of 100% of LEAs
being committed to-participation in the RTTT program, it is exceedingly likely that their participation will
translate to statewide Impact in helping the state to reach all of its goals, which appear to be realistic.
Because the elements of the plan fit into the already existing state reform agenda, it is assumed that the
goals would continue were the state not to receive an award under this funding; however, this is not
explicitly stated.

(A)(2) Bullding strong statewlde capacity to implement, ' 30 26 25 |
scale up, and sustain proposed plans |
| (i) Ensuring the capacity to implement 20 15 15 ‘
(il) Using broad stakeholder support 10 10 10 |

i

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

North Carolina plans to build off of strong leadership and a network of dedicated teams in each area of the

1 RTTT application. Specific leaders, with relevant expertise, are aligned to the reform areas. The new

regional model of coordination and provision of NCDPI services should be effective in providing support to

! LEAS. The inclusion of substantial focus on improving the statewide technology infrastructure will also

! enable the delivery of substantial supports to LEAs throughout the state. Administrative and operations :
support are well-documented. What is not as clear is how LEAs will be supported to understand and provide °
the substantial professional development that will be required for both teachers and leaders. The fact that
there will be evaluation of all the initlatives will help in disseminating practices, but replication requires a

! substantial commitment of resources. So, too, plans for holding LEAs accountable for progress and
performance are not specifically targeted in the plan. Each of the budget plans appears to be complete and :
well thought-out, and as best as can be seen at this early point, there seems to be a credible connection _
between the plan and the budget. Not only Is there a broad range of stakeholder support provided in the ;
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application, but the tone and content of most of the letters of support make clear both the inclusiveness of |
the process of developing the application and the real enthusiasm for it. In addition, many of the letters :
make clear that tangible support and collaboration will be forthcoming in the implementation of the plan.

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The State's presentation made clear that a broad range of leaders are not only committed to the thoughtful -
implementation of the plan, but very knowledgeable about the vision, the strategles and the steps to j
implementation. The presentation made clear where leadership for policy making and implementation reside |
and how the various groups charged with leadership and oversite are connected to each other. The |
presentation thus reaffirmed the strong capacity residing in the state for implementation of the plan. ;

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress In ralsing 30 22 22 i
achievement and closing gaps :
| (i) Making progress in each reform area 5 4 4
(i) Improving student outcomes 25 18 18

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application provides specific evidence of the state's progress in each of the four areas, as well as an
explanation of how the efforts have been funded, demonstrating commitment to use of state, federal, and
grant funding. Specifically, North Carolina began to Implement a plan almost two years ago to revise its !
standards, assessment and accountability. It describes how it has used various federal funds to support this i
work. North Carolina already has embarked upon the creation of a longitudinal data system and has used
state funds to partner with the SAS Institute to make a new assessment system available to schools
throughout the state. The state has recently required all teacher preparation programs to go through a
revision process, provides scholarships to outstanding aspiring teachers and administrators, regularly
administers a teacher working conditions survey and provides incentives to improve the quality of its

teachers and leaders. And finally, there is a School Turnaround program which provides training, support
and coaching to school leaders and teachers. North Carolina has made steady progress in increasing
student outcomes, as demonstrated not only by local assessments but by NAEP as well (more significant
growth in math than in reading, where in 8th grade there has been a decrease). NAEP data appear to
suggest that there is a much greater difficulty in raising achievement levels In the middle school (8th grade)
years. In addition, there has been a real struggle to decrease the achievement gaps. There are some areas -
for optimism, for example the early college program, However, it appears obvious that the increasing
presence of limited English proficient students is a great challenge to schools in North Carolina.

l (A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2)

As noted in the comments regarding Section D(5), the state's presentation made clear the seriousness
of their commitment to improving the achievement of limited English proficient students. In addition, the
presentation elucidated the many supports that are being targeted to improving the achievement and

(S

B. Standards and Assessments

el

|
!
success of students with limited English proficiency. !
1

Total ' 126 108 | 108

Available Tier1 | Tier2 | Init :

| (B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards 40 40 40

I (i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality 20 20 20

i standards

E (i) Adopting standards 20 20 20
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(B)1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)
North Carolina Is participating (and playing a leadership role) in the Common Core Standards, which

Includes a majority (48) of states. North Carolina's schedule is a well thought out plan leading to adoption
and use by August 2010,

(B)(2) Developing and Implementing common, 'hlgh-quallty 10 10 10 l
| assessments i

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

North Carolina has demonstrated its commitment to improving the quality of its assessments by its
participation in the American Diploma Project’s Assessment Consortium, as well as its membership in three .
assessment consortla, all of which are focused on the development of summative, formative and interim ;
assessments which are to be aligned with the Common Core standards and which are high quality (as
defined in the notice). Two of the three consortia include a majority of states in the country.

| (B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and 20 15 16
; high-quality assessments -

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

North Carolina’s plan to support the transition to enhanced standards and high quality assessments is multi-
dimensional, aligned with its specific goals, and well designed to accomplish its purposes. It is noteworthy
that the plan begins with a communications plan (intended to reach all stakeholders, including parents,
advocacy groups, and business and university partners, among others) and goes all the way to aligning
high school exit criteria and college-entrance examination requirements. The plan effectively leverages the
state's participation in consortia that will together develop some of the tools necessary for transition to and
Implementation of the standards and assessments and adds its own efforts to complete the plan. The
development of a best practices guide for transition to a digital assessment system may need in-person
support to ensure successful comprehension and use. The time line provided for iImplementation of the plan
does not include any time beyond anticlpated adoption of the standards, thus severely limiting the ability to
know whether activities are occurring in a timely manner and limiting the ability to hold responsible parties |
accountable for tardy or non-delivery. In addition, it Is unclear how meaningful (or how significant) the l
projected 8% annual increase in teachers' positive response to the survey about their experience
implementing the new standards Is since there is no base-line from which to calculate the 8% annual
improvement.

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2)

The state's presentation articulately described how the plan for delivering professional development to
teachers to support the transition to standards and assessments is based on prior unsuccessful effort in |
which sufficient professional development was not provided, thus further strengthening the current plan
' described in the application. For example, the description of necessary professoinal development as in- !
person, on-fine and job-embedded (mentor or coach support) is evidence of the likelihood that the :
professional development supporting the transition to a digital assessment system will in fact include the :
necessary in-person support.

| Tota 70 65 66
C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

I B e R AT o % g T
(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data 24 18 18

system

| (C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)
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It appears that North Carolina is making solid progress in having an operational longitudinal data system
with the America COMPETES Act elements. However, it is not clear from the narrative exactly which of the
elements are actually in place. It appears that those elements fully In place are having a unique
unidentifiable statewide student ID, student-level enroliment, demographic and program participation
information, student-level information about the points which students exit, transfer out, drop out, or
complete P-16 education programs, the capacity to communicate with higher education data systems,
yearly test records of individual students with respect to assessments under section 111 of ESEA, !
Information on students not tested by grade and subject, a teacher identifier system with the ability to match ;
teachers to students, student-level transcript information, as well as data that provides other information !
necessary to address alignment and adequate preparation for success In post-secondary education. The  :
state's history of working on the creation of a state-wide longitudinal data system further suggests that
additional efforts are in place, or will be addressed as part of the P-20 initiative, so that all elements should
soon be in place.

 (C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2)

The presentation stated that all of the America COMPETES elements were in place except for Numbers 1,
8 and 10.

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data 5 2 2

N T

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

While North Carolina evidently already has a robust system for producing reports based on various data,

i there is no evidence either of the data being provided to all stakeholders (e.g., community members,
unions, researchers, policymakers) or of a plan to ensure that they all get access to data. in addition, there
is no description of how the data is currently provided to, or will be provided to, decision makers to support
continuous Improvement of efforts.

e b i

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction 18 10 10

e v A e

(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

North Carolina has established goals and a process for providing what appear to be high quality local
instructional improvement systems, and it appears that RTTT will speed up the implementation of the i
systems. What is not at all clear, however, is what the plan Is other than crealing the next generation of data .
| capture and analysis systems. The application does not address how adoption, acquisition and use of the -
| systems will occur, what the timing is, who will play what roles, etc. The description of what the data
. systems will do does not describe what the state will do to support the LEAs to provide effective :
professional development so that teachers and administrators have the ability to use the systems in
furtherance of the very high quality goals. Rather, what is provided is a plan for what data and what systems
will be provided and what goals for teaching the systems should enable. There Is a statement that the state |
will reach a goal of making data available to researchers, but it appears to be more aspirational than an
actual plan, as there no details, time-line, or indication of whether members of the research community will
be involved in determining how and what data should be provided.

! Total 47 30 30

i

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

~ Available 1Tier1 Tier2 | Init

l (D)(1) Providing high-quallty pathways fot aspiring 24 | 17 17
' teachers and principals i

| (D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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i

The State has legal authority to allow alternative routes to certification for both teachers and administrators, |
and they are in use in several areas of the state. While routes to licensure for both teachers and '
administrators are not limited to Institutions of higher education, it appears that the most frequently used
non-IHE route Is direct licensure from the LEA. The use of New Leaders for New Schools indicates
acceptance of a licensure program that meets all of the elements used to define alternative routes. Although |
the chart provided in Appendix 24 asserts that the alternative licensure programs meet all of the elements |
required by the act, there is no narrative or evidence provided to support an understanding of how any of

the programs are actually selective or what kind of school-based experience and ongoing support are :
provided. North Carolina has an effective system for annual reporting of teacher and administrator shortage,
disaggregated by subject area and LEA, as well as a broad-based plan with ten elements for helping to ’
address the shortages.

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The description of the administrator licensure programs that will be put in place through the regional
leadership academies makes clear that, even with flexibility for each academy to design its own program,
the resulting licensure programs will meet the statutory definition of alternative routes to certification.
Although a statement was made affirming that the alternative routes to certification for teachers also meet
the statutory definition, there was no evidence presented to confirm this.

i
|
|
1

! (D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness 58 50 50
based on performance
(i) Measuring student growth 5 5 5
(ii) Developing evaluation systems 1g 13 13
M_.(iii) Conducting annual evaluations 10 7 7 i
(iv) Using evaluations to inform key decisions 28 25 25 ﬂ
i

North Carolina already has a state-wide system by which all LEAs measure individual student growth.
Although improvements are contemplated, no additlonal targets are necessary. North Carolina already has
sophisticated teacher and principal evaluation systems, both that differentiate affectiveness using multiple
rating categories. While the importance of student achievement is woven throughout the Instruments,
student growth measures are not yet incorporated directly into the evaluations. As a result, the state has
created a thoughtful plan for incorporating the measures into both teacher and principal evaluation. The
plan Is cognizant of the complexity of the issue and the need for results. However, it appears that given all
the complexities, the plan may be somewhat overambitious, especially considering the small amount of
funding attached to it. In addition, a specific element of the plan that raises potential hurdles is not knowing
what the results and recommendations of the Teacher Effectiveness Initiative study will be. Nonetheless,
given that the Department of Education is committed to using student growth as a significant factor in
evaluation, the state is in a good position to carry out the elements of the plan leading to the inclusion of ,
student growth in evaluation by 2012-13. There was significant involvement of stakeholders including
teachers and administrators in the development of the current evaluation systems; what is not clear is
whether there is room for or contemplation of further involvement in the all-important phase of adding
student growth to the evaluation systems. While there is a plan to conduct annual evaluations using the i
evaluation system that will include student growth as a significant factor, there is very little that speaks to

the inclusion of the student growth data in the feedback, and how teachers and principals will be specifically :
supported to respond to it. It sounds like this will be part of the feadback, especially for those low achieving !
schools that are the first to receive support from the evaluation support team, but itis not clear. It also is not -
clear how principals will be supported to be able to provide this support for their teachers. The plan, with
time-line and multiple steps for implementation and performance benchmarks, creates a clear picture of _
how the state will use the evaluations to inform decisions about developing principals and teachers, :
compensating, promoting and retaining teachers and principals, deciding whether to grant tenure (for -
teachers) and removing ineffective teachers and principals.
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| (D)(2) Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 2)

The presentation confirmed the state's deep understanding of the complexity of defining and measuring
student growth, and of using it in teacher and principal evaluation, as well as the state's commitment to
making It happen. In addition, the presentation stressed that the state's leaders understand the importance
of providing support to administrators so that they are able to understand the process and support their
teachers to work within the new system. However, there was no clarification or elucidation of how that
support will be provided.

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective 25 19 19
teachers and princlpals

(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high- 15 12 12
minority schools

b

(if) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects 10 7 7
and specialty areas

I (D)(3) Reviewsr Comments: (Tler 1)

The performance measures provide data indicating that inequitable distribution of teachers and principals is |
a serious problem in North Carolina. Establishing regional supports, among others, responds to the :
recognition that teacher and principal effectiveness is not necessarily transferable across contexts. The
multi-faceted plan to address the inequitable provision of teachers and principals is extensive and
impressive. It also presumably has a likelihood of success because it does not rely upon one or two
initiatives, but rather tackles the problem In different ways, with different types of resources and in ways that |
are context specific. Given the extent of the problem, and the many strategies, it will be important to monitor |
and evaluate the relative success of each of the initiatives. The application does not include specific goals ;
for ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas; nor does it specifically tie _
initiatives to meeting the specific staffing needs. Some of the targets (e.g., for decreasing the number and |
percentage of Ineffective principals leading high poverty and/or high minority schools) may not be realistic.
There seems to be slow growth of effective leaders and much faster removal or Improvement of ineffective
leaders, raising a question about who will replace the ineffective leaders.

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and 14 9 9
principal preparation programs

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

North Carolina is already well into the process of linking student data to in-state preparation programs and
has a plan for furthering the work into areas where it is not yet complete, including independent educator i
preparation programs and an IHE report card. Based on its already existing sophisticated data linkage, the
plan to complete the process has a high probability of success. North Carolina has an extensive array of
initiatives to expand successful preparation and licensure programs; however, in some of the programs;
because there are so many different initiatives, a high quality plan will include evaluation and assessment of .
the results. The strong statement of support for improving preparation within the UNC system is so far only

a statement; it is evidence of an intention, but not yet a solid plan.
" .
(D)(6) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1) :
The professional development plan intelligently initially focuses on activities aligned with the RTTT
initiatives, but is not limited by the content of the initiatives. Therefore, there is a strong possibility that the
regionally-based structure will be able to provide in-person and technological resources that respond to data -

and spegcific context. The plan to organize the professional development by the state but design and deliver !
. it through the regional structure is responsive and well thought out. Although it depends in part on data '

| (D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and 20 17
! principals
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analysis and on individual school or LEA need, there is a strong likelihood that there will be a good mix of in ,

-person, job-embedded and on-line professional development. i
{D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The presentation provided a great deal of clarity regarding the supports that will be provided fo teachers :

(and aspiring teachers) around improving educational outcomes for students with limited English T

proficlency. The application speaks to how the diagnostic assessments, the content of professional
development, and the community partnerships described elsewhere are intended to benefit directly the

students with limited English proficiency.

| Total 138 112 113

L SEIPRREIERE

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

Available Tier1 | Tier2 | Init

{E)(‘i} Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and 10 10 10
LEAs

' (E)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
. The state has the authority (and Is obligated) to intervene directly in schools and LEAs.

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 40 35 36 E
{

(i) Identifying the persistently lowest-achieving schools 6 5 5
(i) Turning around the persistently lowest-achieving 35 30 31 :
schools

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

North Carolina already identifies low achieving schools and now has an ambitious plan to identify

persistently lowest achieving schools. In addition, North Carolina’s plan ralses the standard to identify more
schools in subsequent years and to identify lowest achieving districts. North Carolina has intervened in

many schools over the past several years, and has demonstrated the effectiveness of its intervention. North
Carolina also presents evidence of having drawn lessons from each of the models it has made available for 3
use In schools in intervention status. The state has been the recipient of significant support from private ,
foundations to thoughtfully create options for turning around persistently lowest achieving schools, and has
responded appropriately both to the support and to the judicially-imposed obligations to intervene in failing |
schools. North Carolina already has experience in models similar to the four school intervention models and |
demonstrates commitment to continuing to support Local Education Agencies (LEAS) in turning around :
schools using these models, It is clear that North Carolina has learned which models work better in which
contexts (urban, rural, elc.) and, as a result, will likely work with LEAs and schools to select the model with
the greatest chance of success. The plan makes clear that the infrastructure and supports already exist, ,
based on the state's experience in supporting LEAs (in most cases, having the LEA manage the school with |
North Carolina New Schools Project ("NCNSP") as the transformation partner) to restart failing schools. '
However, It is not at all clear whather the state will be requiring identified schools to use one of school
transformation models defined in the RTTT Application or whether they can continue to use the North
Carolina models, which do not exactly align with the definitions in RTTT. If schools choose a model as
defined in RTTT, there will be a need for the plan to address how the state and/or LEA obtains community
support for a model that insists on an external partner —particularly since it appears that their own model

with internal partners has been fairly successful.

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2)
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i The state's presentation clarified that they are committed to using the four Race to the Top models for
+  school turnaround.

Total 50 45 s |

F. General

Avallable | Tier 1 ITIerZ Init

| (F)(1) Maﬁiné education funding a priority 10 7 | 7

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

While the percentage of revenuss dedicated to education increased in 2008-09 over 2007-08, significantly
less was directed to the K-12 NC Public School Fund and significantly more was directed to Public Higher
Education. (Without this increase, there would have been a significant reduction In both the amount and the .
. percentage of revenue directed to public education.) North Carolina has some mechanisms to support :
equitable funding between high need and other LEAs, such as distributing position allotments, categorical
allotments for specific groups of students, low-wealth supplemental funding, small county supplemental
funding and disadvantaged student supplemental funding. However, there is no evidence presented asto .
whether the result actually is equitable funding. In addition, there do not seem to be policies that ensure that |
LEAs distribute funding equitably between high-poverty schools and other schools. i

i
i

‘ {F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing 40 22 23 B
i charter schools and other innovative schools

'
i
]
i

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
North Carolina has a low cap (100) on the number of charter schools which translates to 3.8% of the total
number of schools, However, North Carolina also permits an unlimited number of schools defined under the
Innovative Education Initiatives Act. All 105 of these schools are high schools, and together with charters,
they represent 8,1% of North Carolina's schools. There do not appear to be inhibiting restrictions on the
charter schools themselves. Because North Carolina requires that charter schools adhere to the same
accountability standards as are in place for traditional public schools, student achievement is a factor in
charter schools' ability to remain in operation, While laws do not necessarily encourage the schools to serve
student populations that are similar to local districts, the educational initiative schools must be targeted to at
-risk students. The application states that the statutes and regulations are designed to ensure that charter
schools receive proportionate funding, however, there Is no evidence presented as to whether they actually -
do. Per student funding is delineated for charter schools, but not for traditional public schools. North
Carolina does not impose facllity-related requirements on charter schools; nor does it provide a funding
stream for the charter schools. As described above, the Innovative Education Initlatives Act encourages the
creation of early college and redesigned high schools; however, these do not appear to fit the definition of
“Innovative, autonomous school.”

(F){(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2) ;

The state's presentation clarified that the same state funding formulas and allotments that are used for
traditional schools as also used for charter schools. The presentation also clarified that the early college !
I‘ high schools meet all of the definitional requirements for innovative, autonomous schools. ;

| (F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions 5 3 3

f (F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i The several additional reform conditions described do in fact support an environment of reforms and :
{ innovations that should (and in some cases, do) increase student achlevement and graduation rates. In :

particular, the early childhood programs are seen as models, the NC School Improvement Project already
| appears to be showing great success, and all students who do not meet grade-level proficiency are eligible .
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i for personal education plans. Incentives for National Board Certified Teachers have evidently been very
i successful in that NC has the highest number of NBC teachers in the country. However, no evidence is
: presented on the actual effectiveness of these teachers.

ITotal 55 | 32 l 33 I

Competitwe Preference Priorlty 2: Emphasis on STEM

| g i o S A R R T

Avatlable Tier 1 T:arz " lnit

! STEM

!
|
Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on 15 |

Competitive Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 1)

North Carolina's STEM initiatives appear throughout the application and Indicate a multi-pronged strategy to :
ensure that students graduate prepared for higher education and jobs in STEM fields, that there is broad
access to STEM curriculum, that teachers are recruited and provided with professional development in
STEM-related curricula, and that under-served populations are encouraged and supported to pursue a

STEM education and career. There is both foundation and government support for STEM initiatives, as well :
as broad-based collaboration with high tech, universities, museums, etc, The cloud computing and i
statewide digital resources described in the application make likely that the technological infrastructure for *
many of the STEM initiatives will be in place. It should be noted, however, that the STEM emphasis appears |
to be more of disconnected projects than a coherent and Inter-connected strand of the state's overall reform !
plan. ;

' Total ' 15 L 15 | 18 | j

RRNTE, SRR,

e S S S

Absolute Pr!orlty Comprehenswe Approach to Education Reform

Avallable Tier1 Tier2 | Init |

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Yes Yes
Education Reform

J.Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

North Carolina has presented a comprehensive and coherent application that addresses all of the four i.
reform areas specified In the ARRA as well as the State Success Factors Criterla. The state has been i
particularly successful in gaining the commitment and enthusiasm from a very broad range of stakeholders,
including local teacher associations. North Carolina has presented evidence that it has already put a great
deal of time, effort and resources into all of the priority areas and that the RTTT application builds from a
position of strength.

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The state's presentation presented evidence of deep understanding and commitment to the many school
reform initiatives contained within thelr Race to the Top plans. The strong commitment on the part of LEAs
and partners to work In collaboration with each other and with leadership throughout the state was
communicated consistently and persuasively.

][]

| Grand Total | s | ar |
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Race to the Top
Technical Review Form - Tier 2

North Carolina Application #4920NC-3

A, State Success Factors

g R e B s —

Available Tler1 Tier2 [ Init ’

e

(A1) Articuléflng State's edu;ation refﬁi;;ﬁ agenda and 1 65 64 65
LEA's participation in it
. () Articulating comprehensive, coherent reform agenda 5 5 5 :
[ (i) Securing LEA commitment | 46 45 45
(lli) Translating LEA parhclpatron Into statewide impact o 16 1; 15 l

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state presents a clear, compelling and internally consistent agenda for education reform that addresses
all of the parameters of the notice. Its focus on human capital initiatives, and on impraving the lowest :
performing schools and districts, is supported by a range of Initiatives that have ambitious yet achievable
goals. The state has impressively generated virtually 100% support (including support for all initiatives) from | [
the state's LEAs, school boards, and education associations, so the reforms described in its proposal are
therefore likely to have broad statewide impact. It is not clear how the goals would be affected in the event
the state were not to receive an R{T award,

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The state presented a sincere and comprehensive commitment to its reform agenda even in the absence of
increased funding from RItT.

§
$
]

(A)(2) Bullding strong statswlde capacity to lmplement scale 30 27 27 - | {
up, and sustain proposed plans j
(i) Ensunng the capacity to 1mplement 20 19 19 |

| (i) Using broad stakeholder support 10 8 3 8

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state's implementation plan is thoughtful and well-designed, with several mechanisms to ensure
success. Specifically, the PMO (Project Management Office), advisory groups, clear evaluation process,

and Education Cloud are strong measures. The $35 million project budget for technology infrastructure is
significant, but there is no evidence it is reasonable or based on any internal or third-party estimate. PMO

will likely function well as an oversight, grant administration and tracking, and performance management :
; mechanism. The state's funding formula features several large supplemental, flexible allotments that should

i allow additional resources to be leveraged to support -- and maintain -- the RHT initiatives, There is a high

. level of stakeholder support for the initiatives, aithough support from the state's charter school sector is not
evident.

'[ (A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The stale's presentation underscored its commitment to providing strong leadership, supporting LEAs, and
| using all available resources to advance its reform agenda consistent with RtT.

:

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/(X(1)F(54XrpVoLymKI5SwdgMkKOUNOEZ20... 3/16/2010



Technical Review Page 2 of 8
(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress In ralsing 30 16 | 15 |
achlevement and closing gaps ;

(i) Making progress in each reform area 5 5 ‘5 f
(i} Improving student outcomes 25 10 |

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

10 1
F
I

The state's own reform agenda and Initiatives have been consistent with the RtT framework. But the state
has a very mixed record with respect to demonstrating student outcome improvements as defined in the
criterla. While the state's NAEP scores show impressive gains (relative to the national average) over a 20 _
year period, the performance over the past 5-6 years is significantly less compelling - especially in reading
where the scores have declined. And there is no clear or consistent evidence of achievement gap narrowing
on the NAEP. The state test scores show improvement in achievement as well as achievement gap

reduction since the introduction of the new standards, and consistent improvement in the graduation rate.
Overall, the state's student outcome data does not strongly demonstrate significant progress because of the -
lackluster recent trends, despite the progress made over the longer term.

Total 126 | 108 | 107 !
B. Standards and Assessments
E e e e . Av a“ame B Tiem Tierz . mn
(B)(1) Developing ancl adopting common standards 40 40 40 .
‘ (I) Participating in consortium developing high-quality 20 20 20
standards :
(mii) Adopling standards B 20 20 20

| (B)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state sufficlently meets the criteria because it Is a member of the Common Core standards consortium
that is working toward timely implementation of common standards, and which includes a significant number .
of states, The state plans to adopt the standards as speclfied in Appendix 14. '=.

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality
assessments

10

10

10

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

camy

- The state sufficiently meets the criteria because it is a member of at least one consortium that is developing
. and implementing cormmon assessments, and which includes a significant number of states. The state

i demonstrates Its commitment to common, high-quality assessments by participating in several common
assessment consortia and by remaining open to participating in others.

(B)(3} Supporting the transit!on to enhanced standards and
high-quality assessments

20

18

18

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state's plan is thorough and anticipates some of the key risks and challenges of implementing the
common standards and assessments, Its goals -- starting with building and reinforcing consensus around ;
the standards through aligning graduation criteria to them «- are consistent with the criterion, and the related

activities are highly supportive of the goals. The plan also provides clear milestone target dates. There is

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/(X(1)F(54XrpVoLymKI5wdgMkKOUNoE20...
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. only a small dedicated project budget for B(3), although the support required for this ¢riterion will likely be
| buttressed by the large professional development project budget included in the application.

| Total 70 68 | 68

L g e b s i e i

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

Avallable Tier1 | Tier2 | Init

| (C)(1) Fully implementing a statewlde longitudinal data 24 16 16
system

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

No credit for elements 5, 8, 9 and 12 because there is reasonable uncertainty that the hypothetical ability to
i meet the requirements of these elements is actually happening in practice. |

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2) F

The presenter stated all the elements were in place except the student and teacher identifiers (slements 1
and 8), but the "bridge" to post-secondary data systems was still In development. Based on this affirmation, :
credit was given for elements 5 and 9, but credit was deducted for element 10. The net effect was no '
change in score, as credit was not given for elements 1, 8, 10 and 12,

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data 5 3 3 !

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state has a solid plan for making data available. Its pian for ensuring the data will be used to support
! decision-makers, however, is less well-developed, and insufficiently addresses how the data will be used to !
drive continuous improvement of efforts in the broad range of areas identified in the criterion.

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction 18 12 14 .

| (C)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state addresses all three of the criteria thoroughly. There is a clear plan to increase the use of
Instructional improvement systems, support the LEAs with professional development, and make the data
available. Its language Is often platitudinous (e.g., "comprehensive, next-generation, data-driven

assessment system and will link It to our longitudinal data systems via the enhanced technological ;
backbone," and "teachers will develop observable mastery of [formative assessments]; seamless and
engaging flow of descriptive feedback"). There Is insufficlent evidence that the project budgets for the
deslgn of the Comprehensive Next Generation Assessment System (including the Cognitive Diagnostic
Assassment Model) are reasonable, or how they were estimated. The concept of making the system
"customizable" by each LEA is also undeveloped. The plan Is vague with respect to making the data
available to researchers evaluating subgroup, remedial and gifted student performance.

(C)(3) Reviewer Comments; (Tier 2)

The presenters' thorough responses to the reviewer's question about addressing the needs of the state's
growing LEP population indicates the state will likely emphasize use of the data to improve the outcomes of .
this subgroup. -

...roml s e S S m.__;;___m__i__;;_ﬁ[__aa_i,_ ;

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

[ | Avanabie _| Tior1 | Tierz | init |
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(D)(1) Providing high-quallty pathways foraspiring | 21 | 16 | 18 |
teachars and prlncipals

(D)(1) Revlewer Comments. (Tier 1)

The state has a multitude of high-quality alternative pathways and clearly meets the criteria for the

existence and practice of alternative certification routes for teachers and principals in criteria (i), A large
percentage of teachers, but only a small percentage of principals, have been licensed at least in part :
throught these alternative pathways. The state appears to have a valid process for identifying vacancies, @
although the report in the appendix does not address content areas or principal shortages. The state's 10-
point plan for addressing the shortages (assuming it has been implemented successfully) sufficiently
addresses preparation of teachers. The plan for preparation of alternatively licensed principals ~-which
includes a third-party program (New Leaders for New Schools) and the Regional Leadership Academies

is less well-developed.

{D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The state reaffirmed its commitment to alternative certification and confirmed that the pathways meet at
least 4 of the 5 elements included in the definitiion,

{
I
1
¥
1
I
I
!
!

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectivenes:based 58 48 | 48

on performance _ - B
()] Measﬁring student growth S ' 5 5 5 |
(i) Developing evaluation systems o 16 Y

| (ul) Conducting annua! evaluattons 10 10 10 !
(w) Using evaluations to inform key dec;slons o 28 N 22 22 T

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state s committed to measuring student growth as the foundation for measuring and improving teacher
and principal performance, Its ABCs accountability system already uses student achievement growth as a E
key measure of performance. It is not clear, however, how student achievement growth will be "woven" :
throughout the relatively new Teacher Evaluation Process and Principal Evaluation Process rubrics. The

plan to conduct annual evaluations does incorporate student growth as a significant factor by making it a

necessary condition for "effective" teacher or principal status in Stage Two. The state's plan with respect to
removal of ineffective teachers and principals is reasonable. There Is insufficlent description of how the ;
critical Educator Evaluation Systems Support Teams will be assembled, and the state does not address the
risk of an impasse in the event "valid, fair and reliable" methods cannot be agreed. f

(D)(2) Reviewar Comments: (Tier 2)

The presenters all addressed the importance of using student achievement data to improve teacher and i
principal effectiveness. The state was candid about the challenges of Incorporating data from the Education |
Value-Added Assessment System (EVAAS) into a robust evaluation system, yet committed to implementing :
this system over the next two years. But the state remains vague about how big a factor student i
achievement growth will be in the rubrics.

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers 25 20 20
and principals
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high- 16 12 12
minority schools
i
|
I (ii) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects 10 8 8

and speclalty areas i

- o

i (D)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1) |
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The state's plan — including Regional Leadership Academies, the Teachers for Rural Schools Initiatve,
Teach for America, strategic staffing, and NC Virtual Public School -- is reasonable and innovative. The i
project budget calls for $5MM for strategic staffing in years 2-3, but doesn't provide the assumptions on how
the incentives would work and how the state justifies increasing targets beyond these two years. It is also
unclear where in the budget the incentives that pay for the three year commitments under TRS! are held.
For major third party relationships like TFA and NYC Leadership Academy thers is no acknowledgement
from the third party that they are in agreement with the proposal in principle, Overall the plan Is thorough

and well-conceived, but short on some critical details, :

(D){4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal 14 12 12
preparation programs

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state has a clear plan to link the student achievement data to the credentialing programs and publish -
the results. Its early start in measuring student growth through the ABCs accountability system, and the i
strong support from UNC, make its plan highly credible. The IHE report card concept will likely resultina
significant public attention to the performance of the credentialing programs. The application is somewhat
more vague with respect to principal credentialing ("the assessments also discern the impact of

principals...") than it is for teachers.

‘i

| (D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and 20 19 | 19 | |
]: principals i

i (D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
| The state proposes a high-quality, integrated plan. The related project budget of $46 million for (D)(5)

¢ appropriately is the largest single budget request and addresses several other related criteria. The

. Professional Development Initiative concept in general Is strong. One concern Is that many of the supports
i are based on traditional approaches to professional development with a layer of the new standards,

; assessment, and student achlevement data on top, rather than bullding the effort with the new inititatives
contained in the proposal as the foundation of the plan.

{D)(5) Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 2) %
The presenters re-emphasized the importance of professional development In making the reforms effective. :

= e [ws [ [

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

. T LT s e A s i @ . e st ]

L Available | Tier1 | Tier2 | init

P

} (E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and 10 10 ‘ 10

! LEAs

i (E)(1) Reviewer"t.:;l;'lnhr‘rzlélrimt‘;:m('l:lef 1)

The state has the authority to intervene in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs and has demonstrated a
commitment to doing so.

'(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achleving schools 40 EREEE
(i) !dentifying the persistently lowest-achieving sch&ﬁs 5 6 1 5
(ii) Turning around the persistently lowest-achieving 35 26 ~.30
schools
(E)(2) Re\;iewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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The state has a reasonable and valid methodology for identifying the lowest-achieving schools and districts.
The state has demonstrated prior experience in using the Intervention models and proposes to build on its
experience — especially with the District and School Transformation division and NC New Schools Project --
in its plan to use RItT funds to improve the effectiveness of its Interventions. The state does not propose a
mechanism for benchmarking progress during the "three-year change cycle" in the absence of targets, and
it does not provide a way to ensure no more than 50% of the low-achieving schools in any LEA will use the
transformation model. While the state does not clearly commit to using all of the reform models in the
notice, it has demonstrated a history of Indentifying and intervening in low-achieving schools, and it has a
good plan to use RitT funding o enhance its efforts. i

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The state confirmed its commitment to supporting LEAS in turning around persistently low-achieving schools
by implementing one of the four intervention models.

i e o LA 8 o e T4 S48 o BB} b 18 b 11 e

| Total 50 Ld'i ? 45 -

F. General

Available | Tler1 | Tier2 | it
(F)(1) Making education funding a priority 10 6 7 !—
(F){1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1) T

The state decreased education spending in FY09 but increased it as a percentage of revenus, both net and |
gross of transfers. (The state sharply reduced K-12 spending and increased higher ed spending.) The state
does have some funding programs -- e.g., low wealth supplemental funding and Disadvantaged Student i
Supplemental Funding - that lead to more equitable funding, but it is not clear these programs can mitigate |
the ability of wealthier districts to provide up to 16% salary supplements from local funds. That flexibility of
local districts, combined with class size legislation, likely results in the inabllity of high need and high
poverty LEAs to compete for effective teachers, There do not appear to be any policies promoting the
equitable funding of high poverty schools within LEAs.

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)
The state clarified how its funding formulas result in more equitable funding of school districts.

E ,
i (F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing 40 15 21
; charter schools and other innovative schools !

...... .- -y

(F){(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state has a "low" cap on the number of charter schools in the state. The state has one authorizer butit
mests the requirements of criterlon (ii). The state's charter school operating funding formula provides :
comparable state funding to charter schools, but it is not clear that the proportional local funding is
appropriately delivered. There Is no facility funding stream. The state does enable the operation of
innovative non-charter schools, but it is not clear they meet the definition of innovative, autonomous public
schools in the notice.

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2)

The state clarified that its Early College High Schools meet the definition of innovative, autonomous public
schools,

| (F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditlons 5 3 3

| (F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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| The state has several well-designed and funded initiatives that supplement the reform efforts described in
| the proposal, but with the exception of the fast-track licensure programs they do not necessarily create
t conditions favorable to reform or Innovation, and it is not clear whether they have increased student .
! achievement or resulted in other positive outcomes. !

| Total ' 55 24 31

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM

Available Tierd | Tierz

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on 18 16 15 [
STEM -

: Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

| The state has demonstrated a strong track record in emphasizing STEM. It proposes a high quality plan,
featuring several anchor STEM schools, that meets the criterla. The plan is likely to improve the rigor of
STEM programs, engages numerous community partners to ensure Its success, and -- because a STEM
emphasis is integrated throughout other elements of the RitT proposal and administered through the NG~
New Schools Project -- will likely prepare more students (including underrepresented groups) for future i
¢ STEM study and careers.

} 15 16

AT Ly R T

| Total f 18

S R U T e A bt 5 4.5 Rk 1 i 12 = 2 15 e St e o AT 818 B b et

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

Available Tier1 | Tier2 | Init °

:
A e S ]

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to [ Yes Yes '
Education Reform %

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1) T
The state's plan Is sufficlently comprehensive and addresses all of they key reform areas. The plan is |

coherent and underscores the state's demonstrated commitment to successful reform focused on improving
student achievement and outcomes. The largest portions of the proposed budget -- professional i
development, Reglonal Leadership Academies, technology infrastructure, and assessment and evaluation

systems - are consistent with the core emphases of the state's strong proposal.

i
L
i

o

(=1

Total

Grand Total 600 - 400 I_
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Race to the Top m
Technical Review Form - Tier 2 V
North Carolina Application #4920NC-4 ‘ t,
A. State Success Factors

Available Tier1 | Tier2 | Init

O NS

(A1 ‘)_.A.rtlc‘:.u'lating State's edﬁé&ﬁ&h ;'&;rm agend;aﬁd N 65 63 63
LEA's participation in it
(i) Articulating comprehensive, coherent reform agenda | 5w R 5 5 |
(i) Securing LEA commitment 45 . 43 43 ) !
‘maii) Transla&l;r;;.-l_..éﬁ\.-.lp;articipation into statewide impact o 15 16 16 | ;j

(A)(1) Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 1)

(i) The plan presents a clear and specific overview of a coherent and integrated reform approach. The :
goals, measures, and targets are sufficient. Plan Includes college success in an appropriate fashion. Table -
2 demonstrates well the details of their vision. (i) Data table for MOU shows 100%, except 99% for teacher
organization. Letters of support provide adequate data that reform support at the local level is genulne and |
broad. (jii) In addition to tables and graphs in A, high score is derived from reading the entire application.
Plan needs more detall on teacher buy in for large districts, and whether the teachers support all parts of

the plan.

(A)(2) Building strong statewlde capacity to implement, 30 26 26 |

scale up, and sustain proposed plans J
! (i) Ensuring the capacity to implement 20 17 17
(ii) Using broad stakeholder support 10 ] 9 1'

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

(1) Capacity building is a major strength of this application as evidenced by numerous policies, vehicles,
strategies that are included. Proposal recognizes appropriately that state budget situation raises concerns
about sustalning RTT over longer term. Some sensible remedies to sustaining effort are included.
Evaluation plan is a useful element. Technology use is promising and creative. Several state agencies have
different responsibllities for implementing the plan. SDE must implement major components of this RTT
plan, but Governors office and post secondary education also have significant implementation roles. The :
specific implementation roles of each state agency needs more elaboration. Commitment of many state
officials (including postsecondary leaders) is evidenced adequately throughout the proposal. Budget detail
in appendix Is precise and linked well to the many activities in the proposal. Adequate budget detail Is _i
provided, and necessary flexibllity provided in budget categories that involve creating new initiatives.

Overall, plans demonstrate a comprehensive, coherent and sophisticated grasp of the many components

i needed for statewide implementation. (ii) Impressive teacher organization letter Indicates many local

leaders (100) involved in application. Substantial prior collaboration across stakeholder groups is
demonstrated in many parts of the application. Impressive inclusion of entire postsecondary sector is
included in the application. More specific data on teacher buy in is needed through local association

* evidence of commitment to all parts of proposed reform, State teacher organization letters of support need

i to be suplemented with evidence from local teacher organizations.
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| (A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

Page 2 of 9

The presentation provided sufficient information on the lead implementation role of the state education
department. The oversight mechanism and pracess for finding and solving problems with SDE

implementation is still not provided in sufficient detail.

E-(A)(S) Demonstrating significant progress In ralsing

30 24 24

| achlevement and closing gaps
(1) Making progress ih each reform area 5 4 4

E (ii) Improving student outcomes 25 20 20 ‘

! (A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

among minorities and low income students.

(i) A frank assessment of strengths and weaknesses is provided. Overall, long term reform progress is
spread across all required reform elements. Progress in recent years has slowed on NAEP and not clear
i why. Postsecondary success programs are included and strengthen the proposal. State cannot use current
| state tests for student progress analysis because of recent state test changes, so unsure of any progress

not based on NAEP. Charter school academlc progress is not discussed, and needs to be included. (ii)

North Carolina is an above average state in improving student outcomes. They have strong analytical
capability on achievement measures, The major weakness is persistent trend of an achievement gap

o S, S e

B. Standards and Assessments

. ' Available | Tier1 | Tier2 [ mit

(B}(1) Deva!oplng and adoptlng common stand;;ds 40" 40 40
(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality 20 20 20 :
standards

Mm(-l;)ﬁAdoptIng standards 26 20 - 20 T

(B)(1) Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 1) |

create confidence that 2010 timeline can be met.

(i) Participation in Common Core Consortium is convincing and complete. This consortium includes 48
states. (li) Specific timeline and plan for adoption is provided, and appears feasible. The detalls of adoption

t
H
|
|

(B)(2) Developing and lmplomentlng common, hlgh-quality
assassments

10

10

10

(B)(z) Reviawer CDmments {Tlar 1}

the technical issues is displayed in this section.

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and
high-quality assessmants

20

20

N.C. participates in 3 assessment consortiums, two of which have a majority of states. Diagnostic
| assessments and technology to implement them are specified well here, and appropriately expanded later
in the application. NC has good prior experience in developing assessments, and a sophisticated grasp of

20

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

http://mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/(X(1)F(INFI7R_d_vX2IEOWrljMI02Wq7gEbDEHY...

This section s exemplary in many dimensions. The sophisticated presentation starts exactly right. Beliefs of
educators must change as well as their knowledge and skills, Particularly impressive is the linkage to i
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postsecondary education. The detailed discussion and tables make me confident that N.C. can meet its
objectives. Many initiatives are combined in a coherent design to enhance standards and assessments.

Total 70 70 70

C. Data Systems to Support instruction

| Available Tier 1 Tier 2 Init

(C){1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data 24 16 16
system

(C){1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1) |

America Compestes data components number 5,8,9,12 are missing. Data elements are escpecially weak

| now that provide student linkages to postsecondary education progress and success. There is a very i
specific description of the state's current status on each data element, and there are feasible plans to phase
in the missing data elements. This provides confidence that the missing data elements can be added during :
the projected timeline.

|
(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2) J

The state presentation clarified that there are still four data items missing, but not the same elements as
originally scored in Tier One. Data elements one and elght were spacifically noted as missing during

the state presentation.. SAT and ACT scores are not suficient to satisfy criteria for college ransition from ]
high school data. Data elemnt 12 is underdevelopment, but not complete yet. |

(C)(Z) Accessing and uslng State data f 5 4 4

(0)(2) Reviewer Comment3° (Tler 1)

Data access will be provided to local educators through several integrated systems, such as pacing guides,
logs, scoring rubrics, ete. The availability and dissemination of data to stakeholders is well covered here,

and It correctly extends from parents to postsecondary education. All dimensions are covered, so proposal |
meets comprehensive standard. The plan needs more depth on how data will be accessed and used by ’
policymakers and decsion makers who are not part of an LEA. |

(C){(3) Using data to Improve Instruction 18 r 15 15 ]

{C)(3) Reviewar Comments: (Tier 1)

A promising and clear theory of action with a very coherent and comprehensive plan using many separate
elements Is presented. Theory of action is grounded in how data can be designed, accessed, and analyzed
to improve instruction. Intensive professional development is utilized effectively to help teachers use data. |
Timeline is reallstic and indicators of success linked to theory of action are presented well. A very |
impressive number of moving parts are linked effectively - e.g., pacing guides, logs, scoring rubric, |
1

diagnostic assessment, learning trajectories, etc. N.C. has an existing current base to build upon for i
implementing the sophisticated system proposed here. This section Is strengthed by some detalls in D. The
budget needs to provide more detail on money for implementation suppott for teachers and principals

Total a7 B % | |

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

|

Availabie Tier 1 Tler 2 Init

I
1
(D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring 1 21 20 20

teachers and principals

e i
i 1
i

e s e
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’r
b
[

D){1) Reviewer Cdmments: (Tier 1)

Plan contains all key elements including several effective, alternative routes for teachers and administrators.
Plan includes sufficient alternatives that do not rely on (nor are connected) to universities. Plan includes
appropriate, separate route for technical education teachers that supports the impressive Early College
program. Plan adapts educator preparation well to rural contexts. Good data on variety of delivery
mechanisms is provided, including regional and virtual routes. Transitions to college actlvities are a strong
point through wide-spread Early College Program. Plans for new administrator alternative routes are

impressive and will include preparation. There is an effective plan for identifying shortage areas for teachers
and principals.

i

(D)(2) Improving teacher and princlpal ef—fectlveness n 58 49 49 |
Hew Ol RedinaRon ]
(i) Measuring student growth 5 5 5
(i) Developing evaluation systems1 5 11 1 :I
(iii) Conductingma;r“!-ﬁl.‘lél é\..ral.l.iél-t.i_t;ﬁ; - 10 8 8 ) ;
(iv) Using evaluations to inform key declsions 28 25 25 |

(D)(2) Revliewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(i) North Carolina has developed and used data systems for all the dimensions needed. Their data is linked
directly to teachers and leaders. Also, the state has sufficient data on its use of prior teacher financial
performance incentives to implement proposed plan. North Carolina has appropriate methods to predict
student achisvement from its longitudinal data sets. The state is a national leader in development of
measuring student growth, and has impressive plans to build on a solid base (Il) The standards for teaches .
and administrators are aligned well with other standards (e.g., preparation of teachers/administrators). State
has useful experience with using student growth in educator evaluations, but is rethinking appropriately thus
use of promising new growth concepts. Phase in plan is based on future evaluation studies, so final
evaluation system is uncertain. Compensation system needs to be developed, so it also is uncertain. But
the planned future studies used for developing evaluation systems demonstrate a sophisticated
understanding of the challenges. Proposal is convincing that the complexity of all these planned teacher
policy developments is recognized. Plan is very ambitious and has many promising prospective but untried
elements. Therefore, the data provided here does not provide all the evidence needed to be certain that all |
performance measures can be met. (iii) Plan is detailed enough and based on solid past reforms and :
experience, The use of multiple years of growth data is appropriate. Stakeholder Involvement is pledged ;
and seems adequate. Reporting to public and educators has adequate description, and demonstrates grasp -
of all dimensions needed for adequate reporting. These are impressive pians, but cannot predict with :
certainty that all this can be accomplished. (iv) Plan demonstrates detailed initiatives for how to evaluate j
major decisions needed for performance of teachers and adminisirators. The plan is coherent and specific
on what data is needed for each decision. It provides a high level of confidence that all this can be !
accomplished including a complex technology phase in. The timetables and performance measures are ’
realistic. However, proposal depends on development of new and untried systems,

l—(b)(a) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective 25 22 23 ]

teachers and principals

(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high- 16 14 14
minority schools

(ii) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects 10 8 9
and speciaity areas

| (D)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1) i
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(i) This is an extremely strong section that covers in depth the necessary elements for high poverty and

hard to staff schools. It starts with a strong data base about the current distribution of educators. It is
sensitive to different contexts in various LEA's. The plan links D3 to D4 and D5 in a coherent and remforcing ;
manner. (if) This section provides sufficient strategies and specific initiatives to improve distribution, and it ;
realizes appropriately that a number of out of state supporting organizations are needed to implement plan.
Speclfic and reallstic performance measures are provided and justified well, except nothing provided for
progress on speclal education and ELL.

(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2) i

Presentation provided sufficient detail on the development and appropriate distribution of ELL teachers, and ;
clarified the concern with this area. i

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and. | 1'4 9 10
i principal preparation programs

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

Plan provides sufficient data on student achlevement and growth (including value added) to evaluate
programs for teachers and administrators. Strength of this section includes the extensive data based
evaluation for teachers and principals. Proposal needs more analysis of content and effectiveness of current
teacher and administrator programs including coursework and fieldwork, Also, the plan needs more
evidence on the characteristics of past or current programs that are particularly ineffective or effective. D4
covers new initiatives in administrator preparation, but proposal is vague on how many institutions these !
new initiatives will include. Many existing administrator programs in USA are part time, accept almost all
applicants, and are not rated as valuable by administrators after they graduate. Proposal should discuss
such problems.

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2) l

The presentation provided clarification that the state recognizes the low quality of several current teacher
and administrator preparation programs.Plans to improve quality were batter defined, and will provide some
improvement. ;

(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and 20 18 18

principals

(D)(5) Reviewer c.(;ﬁi;r-a.éats:. (Tier 1)

Professional development is covered comprehensively and a major focus and thread throughout the
proposal. This strengthens the proposal. D5 includes many specific PD approaches adapted to various local
contexts. D6 aligns PD well to other parts of the proposal, and demonstrates how they will reinforce each i
other (data, National Board Certified teachers, Common Core curriculum, various delivery vehicles, efc.)
Sustaining all this proposed is addressed after RTT ends. A concern is whether the state can accomplish so |
many initiatives in D5 in such a short time. Phase in of all these initiatives needs more elaboration.

Total o 1w | ms | om0 ||

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

Available Tier1 Tier 2 Init

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and 10 10 10
LEAs

(E)(1) Reviawar Commants (Tier 1)
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State authority to intervene in districts and schools is clear and complete. A strong point is that principals l
can be removed and state reviews are based on many dimensions of school success. |

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 40 32 34
(i) Identifying the persistently lowest-achieving schools 5 5 5
(i) Turning around the persistently lowest-achieving 35 27 29
schools

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(I) The worst 5% of schools are Identified based on many appropriate data points and reviews. Specific ;
characteristics of lowest 5% presented in sufficient detail. (ii) Plan includes enough data based and multiple
criteria for effective state intervention in low performing schools. Lacal context differences are understood, .
and policies are sensitive to urban versus rural contexts. The Restart model presented here is not same as '
charters. For example, the LEA is manager for restart, and this Is very different than an independent charter
operator. Plan needs more justification for why the proposed restart model will be sufficient for turning '-
around all schools that need it. Considerable experience with creating small high schools is demonstrated,
and it may be useful for future turn around schools. Early College High Schools are widespread, and
demonstrate a positive impact on students. The State relies heavily on turnaround and transformation, and

. has a lot of experience with these models. The timetables for more drastic intervention need to be

| presented in more detall when local school results are not achleved. Transformation has all § elements
needed. In sum,the differences between charter schools and N.C. restart schools is not clear. School

closure is an underutilized reform strategy in this plan. Charters may be limited by the strict cap. The lack of
these policy options may prevent the state from using more drastic interventions in situations where local |
politics or local capacity inhibit the success of turn around strategies included in the proposal. STEM and ]
virtual school plans are detailed and impressive.

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2)

The restart approach was clarified by expanding on the design and operation of Early College high schools
as a model for other types of restart. This explanation results in a higher score for restart model in the
application.

Total l 50 42 44

F. General

Avallable Tier 4

| (F)(1) Making education fundlng a priority 10 8

I (F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The overall state revenues and share of state budget for education are adequate. The state distribution
formula has equalization components, but there are many complex formulas. The proposal needs more
overall measures of equalization provided such as McLoone index or differences in spending among

specific types of districts. The plan needs more data on causes of spending differences between all local
districts, and specific equalization impact on students of higher state payments for disadvantaged pupils.
Plan should provide data on the differences in spending between the top § percent of schools and the

lowest 10%.

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The impact of state finance equalization formulas on school districts was clarlfled, and provides sufficient
| data to improve score,
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(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing 40 13 20
charter schools and other innovative schools

”(-.F")(z) Revi;w;ar Comments: (Tier 1)

A charter cap of 100 Is in place so only 5 schools can be added, It is evident that this is too limited a cap to a
provide enough charters in such a large state. There is no indication that more charters is a significant RTT
strategy in the future. The plan provides insufficient information concerning adequate and equitable charter !
funding for operations and facilities. The base funding for charters is $3,545, but there are other state

funding categories where impact on adequate charter funding is unspecified. It is unclear how charters are |
affected by all spending categorles, so cannot judge adequacy of charter funding. No direct state funding for .
charter facilities is provided,and the proposal indicates this is a problem for current charter operationand |
expansion. :

(F)(2) Reviewer Commaeants: (Tler 2)

The presentation provided Iinformation on the additional funds provided to charter schools, so that they are
able to be equivalent in funding to traditional schools. The state funding for charter schools does meet the
criteria.

Presentation clarified that schools like Early College High Schools are sufficiently autonomous to meet the |
criteria. These schools control their budgets, and make independent decisions. ]
]
1

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions § 4 4

a1 15 s e A p—

(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1) ;

The narrative does not reference other supporting data presented elsewhere in the plan, such as the many |
different schools like Early College High Schools. Mentioning all reforms would strengthen this section f
Overall, N.C. has many other significant reforms (In addition to early childhood and drop out initiatives) that |
are mentioned In this section. All of these reforms should be summarized in F3 in order to provide a
complete overview of other reforms.

Total 55 25 33

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM

Available Tier 1 Tier 2 Init

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on 18 15 15
STEM :

| Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

STEM is in many parts of application, particularly B, D, E. The new STEM high schools in E are well
specified and varied. This section provides more STEM projects, but thers is no linkage across the proposal |
to create a coherent and comprehensive plan. There are many good and creative concepts and ideas, but
overall Impression Is one of disconnected projects. For example, the STEM cluster networks in Section E

are not Integrated with this section. But the various sections do include adequate STEM proposals for
specific courses, teacher improvement, and increasing students for STEM caresrs.

Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2) '

The presentation clarified some of the connections between STEM projects, but more coherence is
still needed.

Total 15 ‘ 15 [ 15 ] ]

i
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Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

Page 8 of 9

Available

Tier 1

Tier 2

Init

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to
Education Reform

Yes

Yes

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

N.C. addresses all four reform components. There are only a few major weaknesses In the proposal such
as charter schools, some elements of the data system, and additional turnaround strategles. Lots of detalls
are included in each section, particularly D. This leads to confidence that plan is feasible. But D has many
new components that are hard to predict with certainty that they will be effective. The past record of reform
implementation and impact upon achievement is impressive. The content and specifics of the proposal
provides considerable encouragement that major reform can be implemented.

: Total

E Grand Total
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Race to the Top
Technical Review Form - Tier 2
North Carolina Application #4920NC-5

A, State Success Factors

Available Tier1 | Tier2 lnitué

i e e e T

(AN1) Arttoulatlng State S education reform agenda and 65 EE 60 64
LEA's participation in it _
(i) Articulating comprehensive, coherent reform agenda 5 3 5 -
i (i) Securing LEAE?mmltment — " ‘M45 45 45 |
(iii) Translating LEA participation into statewide Impact 16 12 14 i

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

A (1) (i) The state has proposed a coherent reform agenda. The agenda relies on some systems that are
not in place and will be difficult to put in place state wide. The agenda addresses and integrates the four
areas described in the ARRA. The proposal emphasizes building teacher capacity rather than improving
student outcomes. 3/5 A (1) (ii) Each of the state’s 174 LEAs has agreed to implement each slement of the
preliminary scope of work including the turnaround provisions (should they apply). The scope of work is
explicit about which parts of the RTT application the LEAs are committing to. Other signatories include the
union leaders (as applicable) and presidents of each local school board. The terms and conditions of the
MOU reflect a strong commitment on the part of each LEA and signatory. In addition there was wide spread
involvement by key stakeholders in the state’s preparation of the application.45/45 A (1) (fil) Translating LEA
participation into state wide impact With one hundred percent of the LEAs in the state participating in all
elements of the plan, all students in the state will be affected by this plan, including K-12 students in

poverty. The state has also articulated achievable goals for increasing student achievement and decreasing
achievement gaps. The state is not able to disaggregate some of its data to provide the level of detail !
regarding each sub group requested in the application. The state does not provide detall regarding what its
goals would look like without an RTT award, 12/186 ';

|
(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2) :

The presentation by the state's team made more clear how the state would coordinate the implementation

of the plan. The state's presentation made more clear the depth of knowledge of those responsible for
leading implementation. The presentation demonstrated the ability and willingness of major stakeholders to |
collaborate to implement the plan. The presentation made more clear the level of commitment among the {
major stakeholders. The presentation demonstrated that there was a greater level of comprehensiveness in |
the plan than was perceived during the Tier | process. The presentation demonstrated that there was a

greater likelihood of impact, state-wide, than was perceived during the Tier | process.

(A)(2) Bullding strong statewlide capacity to implement, 30 29 28

scale up, and sustain proposed plans - | B j
(i) Ensuring the capacity to implerment 20 20 20 :
(i) Using broad stakeholder support 10 9 9 |

SN TS SUSE B—|
e e et b e e

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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i. Capacily: a. The leadership for the implementation of the state's plan has a history or commitment and
possesses helpful experience. The leadership team is broad based representing all or virtually all of the
significant stakeholders. 4/4 b. The state has systems in place that provide significant support to its LEAs.
The state proposes to enhance and expand these systems in this proposal. The result will be a series of
supports that are integrated and which will greatly Increase the chances of the state succeeding in i
accomplishing each of the four RTT reforms. Among them is a regional service system that has recently :
been redesigned to intensify and enrich the services provided to the lowest achieving and/or least capacity. |
The state has and will enhance a communication system to disseminate information on which the state's
reforms are founded. The state will substantially improve its technology infrastructure and resources
available to the LEAs. Under this rubric, the state will create a server-based infrastructure (NC Education
Cloud) to provide direct support for LEAs which undertake specific RTT initiatives. 4/4 c. The state provides
strong evidence that it has effective and efficlent processes in place and that it will improve them du ring the
grant. 4/4 d. The state provides evidence of having already begun reforms consistent with the four areas in
the ARRA. This has been made possible in part by the state’s having has realigned, reallocated, and
blended funds from existing local, state, and federal funds. The LEAs have a varlety of funds available to
them from the same sources. Because they have made the commitments they have to the state's RTT i
proposal, the LEAs will now have to go through a similar re-direction of funds to meet their obligations under
RTT. The state makes this explicit in its narrative at pp. 25 and 26. 4/4 e. The state has a coherent ;
approach and has already begun to engage a broad coalition of supporters and sources to sustain its plan |
i

i

i after this funding expires. 4/4 Ii. Stakeholder Support: a. The unions acknowledged their inclusion in the

| grant development process. There is less than full support from the unions representing the teachers and
principals regarding the making of student growth/achievement a significant factor in their evaluations. 4/5
b. There is a broad array of other critical stakeholders who have expressed support for the RTT grant
proposal. Some express significantly detailed knowledge of the proposal. 5/5

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising 30 22 22
achievement and closing gaps
(i) Making progress in each reform area 5 4 4
(i) Improving student outcomes 25 18 18

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments; (Tier 1)

i. The state has made significant progress in implementing initiatives which complement the four RTT
reform areas. It began the effort to improve standards and assessments and to align state curricula
accordingly in 2007.This work also enhances students’ preparatlon for college and career. The state
Implemented a state wide, longitudinal data system to provide access to student performance data in 2004.
Itis now being used in all LEAs and charter schools in the state. The state is continuing development and
dissemination of a system designed to provide information regarding the *value added” to student progress
by each students' teachers and schools. The state has begun several initiatives designed to increase the |
supply and effectiveness of teachers. These initiatives include adding rigor to the evaluation of teachers and
principals, aligning teacher preparation to higher performance expectations and revised student learning l
i
E

standards, increasing the availability of relevant professional development, systematically monitoring
teaching conditions state wide, and providing financial rewards for advanced certification, higher than
expected student achievement, and voluntary transfers to challenging teaching environments. A concern is
that the revised evaluation instruments are unwieldy requiring evaluators to address an extraordinary
number of indicators. This is especially true of the teachers’ Instrument. In the case of teachers’ evaluations, |
virtually all indicators are qualitative. These aspects of the current systems weaken their credibility as _
instruments for improving practice and student achievement. 4/5 ii. Improving student outcomes since 2003
or earlier; a. Student achievement in reading/language arts and ESEA tests: » Gains on NAEP scores have :
flattened and percentages of proficlency have declined recently. ESEA test scores have increased after the
implementation of new standards. The efforts to reduce gaps in achievement on NAEP tests between ;
whites and identified sub groups showing mixed results. There is no suggestion of any "breakthrough,” + |
Scores on state developed reading and math tests have increased with the Introduction of new standards.
Gaps remain in the area of AYP at elementary and middle school levels, but there are reductions in gaps
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almost across the board in math and reading at Grade 10. b. Results on closing achievement gaps: * NAEP |
since 2003: In math Grade 4, four indentified sub groups experienced increases in the gap between their
scores and those of white students. There was no change in the gap for one sub group, and one group
experienced a decrease. In grade 8 math, three groups experienced increases and three experienced
decreases, In grade 4 reading, three groups experienced increases and three decreases. In grade 8
reading, three experienced increases, two decreases, and there was no change for another. » AYP: In
reading Grades 3 and 8, gaps have increased between whites and each sub groups except for the Asian
sub group. In math Grades 3 and 8, the gaps have decreased for all sub groups. For Grade 10 reading, all
gaps decreased except for that between whites and Native Americans where there was no change. In
Grade 10, all gaps decreased. *+ Graduation rates: The gap between the graduation rates of whites and
blacks and whites and English language learners increased between 2006 and 2009. The gap decreased
for Hispanics, American Indians, multi-racial students, economically disadvantaged, and students with
disabilities. ¢. High school graduation rates: The “NC mean score” for graduation increased by five
percentage points from 2006 through 2009. The percentage points for each identified sub group increased
except for English language learners. Summary for A (1) 3: Overall the state shows modest gains in
improving student achievement as measured by tests and a diminishing rate of progress. There are greater
gains on the state’s own tests, Significant achievement gaps persist between whites and the identified sub
groups in both the state's achievement tests and in AYP. There has been a reduction in the gaps between
whites and several the sub groups in graduation rates. The graduation rate gap has Increased, however, in
the case of two of the larger sub groups--blacks and English language learners. The most progress has
been in overall graduation rates where the rate for all students has increased substantially, and the rate for
every sub group but English language learners has increased.18/25

Total o 126 111 115
B. Standards and Assessments
e : _Avai;ab Ie . Tler o — |mt'
(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards | 40 40 40
(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality 20 20 20
standards
(i) Adopting standardé o 20 20 20

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

these common standards by August 2, 2010. -20/20

i. Participating in consortium developing high quality standards a, The state has joined and executed the
requisite MOU to be part of the Common Core State Standards Initiative consortium of states. The work will
entail developing common K-12 Math and English Language Arts standards that are internationally
benchmarked and bulld toward college/career readiness by the time of high school graduation-10/10 b, The
conseortium includes 48 states,10/10 ii. The state has provided a detalled and high quality plan for adopting

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality
assessments

10

10

10

(B){2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

' 1. The state has demonstrated its commitment to improving the quality of its assessments to meet the
criteria stated here. -5/5 ii, The state is participating with several consortia to develop assessments which
meet the stated criteria. More than a majority of all the states are involved. -5/6

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards
and high-quality assessments

zo[1sl15|
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| (B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1) :
Transition Plan: The state proposes four goals for the transition to the common core standards. They are to ]
gain commitment among key stakeholders. The outline of tasks to disseminate and persuade stakeholders
especially teachers is reasonably calculated to increase awareness and understanding. The range of I
mediums to be used makes sense, The state has reorganized its SEA to better focus on LEAs and schools; :
so the newly aligned system should be capable of doing the tasks outlined. The training before i
implementation Is to be differentiated by role. This will increase the relevancy of the training to the :
recipients. The state outlines a sequence of delivery steps that is consistent with current thinking about the !
best ways to “teach” these kinds of content and skills. The state will provide new assessments which will |
complement the new standards. It will provide background training in grading and assessments in addition |
to the training in using the new assessments. The rationale for this dual approach is sound—-~that teachers
need more understanding of sound assessment theory and practics to move from repeating old, now |
discredited approaches to assessment and grading. The state will ensure that schools have the resources |
i 60 that teachers/leaders can make more thorough and timely use of the new assessments. Without the ;
resources, the new approaches will not have much impact or credibility. The last goal is integrate the i
common standards with admigsion to the state IHEs and with the teacher/leader preparation programs. ;
Doing the former will make students pre-college education more relevant. It wil help them be more college
ready. Doing the latter will enable new teachers able to begin thelr teaching Implementing the new

standards and assessments and conforming their practice to the new evaluation system, Performance
Standards: There are several concerns, First, the measurements of improvement are qualitative when,
arguably, the state could determine whether there is an increase in student achievement following the :
implementation of the standards using its existing capacity to link student achievement to LEAs, school, and
teacher/leaders. Second, in the absence of baseline data, there is no context by which to judge whether a
cumulative increase of 32% over four years in affirmations among teachers regarding the positive impact of
the new standard is ambitious or not, The target of having 90% of the pre-service programs aligned with the
new evaluation tool by the end of Year 3 is ambitious and achievable. The target to compete all tasks i
related to delivering resources to the LEAs on the timelines set in sub sections 1, 2, 3 is very ambitious.
Given the vagaries associated with such a wide spread dissemination project, achleving the latter goal is
problematic. [16/20]

Total 70 | 68 l 65 I

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

Avallable Tier 1

(C)(1) Fully Implementing a statewide longitudinal data 24 10
system

{C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

|
The information provided is detailed but not clear, It appears that the state meets America COMPETES [
standards without question on five elements and partially on the rest. 10/24 !

{C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

The presentation clarified what elements of America COMPETES the state has "fully implemented" and
those that it has not. Those elements that are NOT fully implemented are 1,5,8,10, and 12,

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data ] 6 5

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state provides copious, relevant data to its LEAs, teachers, students and parents already. LEAs have
access to current test results by student, classroom, school and LEA. Historical data of the same kind is

also available. The SEA will help LEAs analyze the data for planning and goal setting. Teachers have |
access to the above and have or will have individual student data organized so that they can make their |

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/(X(1)F(Nim-tINRf4RGvGI6TxTFdvqn9q4wT... 3/16/2010



Technical Review

and specific data reports. 5/5

Page 5 of 12

lessons accessible. They can use the data to differentiate for Individual or student groups. Students and
parents are given an individual report after every summative assessment. A report can be used to compare
scores on several scales, chart and set goals for growth, identify strengths and weaknesses, and monitor
progress against benchmarks. The state is enhancing its longitudinal reporting system and providing
stakeholders with a “business intelligence tool." Combined these will enable users to create more varied

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction

18

12

12

(C)(3) Revlewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. The state has a very a coherent plan to increase the use of local, instructional improvement systems. The
plan is integrated with the state’s plans for Improving standards and assessments. When Implemented and
teachers have the skills to use it, the system promises to make major positive changes in what teachers will
know about their students, when they will know it (i.e. during class), and what they will be able to do
regarding planning, assessing, and tailoring instruction. The system will also enable leaders to monitor and
support the thorough and timely teaching of the curriculum by the assigned teachers. There is a concern
that the allocation of resources to this very challenging professional development project is sufficient. There
is a concern that the work can be completed according to the highly ambitious schedule proposed. 4/6 |i.
The state has a thorough and comprehensive plan of support for LEAs. Implementing the plan will result in
useful and tailored training to teachers, principals, and administrators in the use of the proposed system.
The proposed 1SS will generate a rich assortment of data for continuous improvement. As a result of the
planned work, the proposed ISS will be implemented for math K-8 in Year 4 of the grant. Another 1SS for K-
8 science will be piloted in Year 4, It is not clear whether or to what extent one or more components of the
system will be implemented in other disciplines, Given the apparent potential for improvement that could be
effected by use of individual components, this lack of clarity calls to question the ambition of the
implementation targets. 4/6 iii. The narrative indicates that the state is eager to share the data made
available by the proposed ISS. The state promises to link the 1SS data with other data sets and to extract
the data in response to requests. Given the premium on evaluation and continuous improvement in the
application, that the plan regarding these steps is general rather than specific detracts from its quality. 4/6

H

e Yan A e e m R A s e

Total 47 I 27 | 3 |

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

| e o Availabie. _ T{eri Tierz _ .I.ni-t
(D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring 21 16 18
teachers and princlpals

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

causes of these shortages and to fill vacancies. 5/7

i. The state has the authority to authorize the existence of alternative routes to certification for teacher and
principals. Programs can be operated by other than IHEs. The applicable policies show that the programs
are selective. Course work is significantly limited in comparison to traditional programs. Programs provide
supervised, school based experiences. Alternatively certified candidates gain the same level of certification
as those in traditional programs. The kinds and amounts of in-school supports candidates receive is not
clear. 6/7 li. The alternative routes to certification are being heavily used. Forty-gight percent of all licensed
teachers hold licenses obtained them through an alternative path. Last year, 26 percent of teachers earning
a license earned it through an alternative program. The alternative routes for principals are much less used.
No principals were licensed last year by alternative means and only three percent of current principals used
an alternative program. Based on use, the teachers’ programs are serving a need for candidates and the
state. The principals’ programs apparently are not. 4/7 il, There Is a systematic approach to identifying
areas of teacher/principal shortage. There is a plan being implemented to systematically address the
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(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness s8 | 45 | 45 |
based on performance

(i) Measuring student growth 5 § 5
, (li) ??y?loping evaluaitiggfystems 15 11 11
' (iii) Conducting annual evaluations 10 7 7
(iv) Using evaluations to inform key decisions 28 22 22

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

due process and multiple opportunities to remain licensed. 7/7

. In 1996-97, the state began using a school level accountability system included measures of student
achievement growth. The state's definitions of “growth” and “student achievement” are consistent with those
in the RTT scoring rubric. With USED support, the state revised its growth formulas in 2008. At subsection
“D (2) iii, " of its narrative, the state describes a cautious multi-year plan for defining “student growth" and
incorporating some form of the definition in evaluations in 2010-11 with use of a refined definition in 2012-
13. 6/6 ii. Currently, "student growth” as defined and student achievemeant more generally are not significant :
factors in a teacher’s evaluation, Inclusion of either as a criterion for rating a teacher is inferential rather
than specific. In addition and as noted above, the evaluation instrument Is unwieldy to administer and is
focused almost exclusively on qualitative, subjective judgments, Under the standards for principals,
increasing student achievement (without a definition of student growth) Is a high priority. As noted under “1."
above, the state will have developed its definition of student growth by 2012-13. In that year, both teachers’
and principals” evaluation instruments will be amended to add a formalized student growth component. The
same groups that developed the current system will prepare the amendments. At the same time, definitions :
of effective and highly effective teachers and principals will be implemented. These steps will make student
growth a significant factor in evaluations of teachers and principals. During the time that the definitions are |
being developed, the state will provide teachers, principals, and evaluators with professional development
through support teams that will include coaching, feedback, and tralning differentiated by role. This support
will fast through 2013-14. The plan for training in the use of the instruments is a good one, and the targets
are suitably ambitious. The level of involvement planned for the stakeholders most affected by the
evaluations will make the systems "fair" in the sense that those evaluated will be well represented. Both
instruments will differentiate among teachers and principals by their effect on student growth. The concerns
about the current quality of the instruments, especially but exclusively the instrument for the teachers,
reduce the overall quality of the plan. 11/15 iil. Teachers and principals will continue to be evaluated
annually under this plan. Formative reviews for both occur during the year before the summative evaluation.
The timelines provided in the evaluation cycles provide for appropriately frequent feedback. These
timelines, however, exacerbated the concerns noted regarding the number of indicators evaluators must
address. As noted, the subjective nature of the indicators is likely to reduce the credibility of the feedback.
Because student achievement data is now available and the amount will increase, it is a concern that the
state does not plan to reduce the number of qualitative indictors its evaluators must address. 7/10 iv, Use

i evaluations to inform various decisions: a. The planned evaluations systems will provide substantial

! information and will cause teachers and principals to receive coaching, induction support and professional
development. Each kind of support will be differentiated by role. The concerns about there being too many
indicators are pertinent. The proposed instruments include so many indicators that it will be difficult for
teachers and principals to concentrate on what most clearly affects learning. Instruments with fewer focused
on those aspects of practice that most contribute to student learning would improve the quality of the
evaluations. 4/7 b. .The plan to promote and retain teachers/ principals is competently integrated with the
evaluation system. The state outlines a process to develop a compensation system linked to the evaluation
system and student growth. There are no annual performance targets for this process, and the outcome is
uncertain. 4/7 ¢, Decisions regarding tenure/full certification are clearly and competently integrated with the
planned evaluation system. 7/7 d. Decisions regarding removal of teachers/principals are clearly and
competently integrated in a detailed fashion with the evaluation system. The planned approach provides
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(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective ] 25 b 16 16
eachors and princlpals
M Ensurmg equitable distribution in hugh-pcwerty or hugh- 15 10 1(}w e
minority schools
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects 10 6 6
and specialty areas

(D){(3) Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 1)

i. The state's primary strategy is to substantially increase the supply of effective/highly effective teachers
and principals, One initiative is to create regional leadership academies to prepare aspiring principals for
placement in high needs schools. The target is to place 75 principals a year beginning In Year 2 of the
grant, The plan includes two different approaches to preparing and placing new teachers in either rural or
urban high needs districts. One Initiative is to increase Teach for America placements in the state by 36
percent (150 teachers) for each of the four years of the grant, The other initiative provides for recruiting,
training, Induction and three years of n school support for new teachers committee to working in high needs
rural schools. The target is 90 teachers in Years 2-4. Both of the latter approaches Include some emphasis
on STEM and hard to staff areas, The fourth initiative provides incentives and support to LEAs to create
their own programs based on their individual needs. The state will encourage the LEAs to focus on STEM
and hard to staff courses. The fifth initiative is to expand courses taught by effective teachers in the state's
virtual high school and increase the access of high needs students to those courses, Teachers will be
selected for their proven success with high needs students, and courses will be tailored to the students
needs. The first three initiatives are based in part on successful programs existing elsewhere, research, and |
in the case of the TFA initiative, on the state's analysis of its experience with TFA. Each contains highly :
credible approaches to recruiting, training, and sustaining persons who are likely to become effective
teachers in high needs or hard to staff areas. The latter initiatives are more speculative regarding their !
results. The targets for the first three initiatives are highly ambitious. There are no specific targets for the
latter two. An important component in the plan is a decrease in the numbers of ineffective
teachers/principals in high needs schools. The concerns about the quality and application of the two
evaluation instruments pertain here. In addition, there is no explicit description of how the reduction of the
Ineffective educators will be accomplished, Both detract from the quality of the plan. 10/156 i, The state's
plan for increasing equity in STEM and hard to staff areas Is Integrated into its overall plan for Increasing the
supply of effective teachers. Thus, the comments re. quality and ambitiousness stated in "i." apply here. The |
state did not specify annual targets showing an increase in numbers or percentage of effective teachers in
these areas. 6/10

e e e : S R A FU

{D)(4) Improving the effeutlvsness of teacher and 14 9 9
principal preparation programs

(D){4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. The state is already using a system which enables it to link student achievement with publicly funded
teacher preparation programs—nboth traditional and alternative. With this grant, the state will refine the
system in place and expand it to include privately funded preparation programs. The state will be able to
use its definitions of student growth as they are developed to supplement the data already in use. One of
the initiatives planned is to publish a “report card" for these preparation programs. There is no trme-speclﬂc i
target for completing the initiative. 6/7 ii. The in state's publicly funded preparation programs have access to |
data that link those who attended thelr educator preparation programs with student achievement. They have
been "challenged” to improve or discontinue unsuccessful programs. The privately funded programs will
gain access to the data through this grant. The plan is not specific about how and when the public programs
will act on the “challenge” or when data will be provided the privately funded programs. 3 /7

prlncipals

(D)(6) Providing effectlve support to teachers and i 20
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(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. This proposal includes the creation of a professional development network orchestrated by the SEA.
There will be regional centers with SEA professional development teams housed at each. The regional
teams will support LEA and/or school teams. The regional teams will be supported by private contractors
and effective, experienced teachers and leaders ('Professional Development Leaders”) who will deliver :
much of the professional development at the local level or online. The regional teams will orchestrate needs é
assessments and the development of local professional development plans by LEAs and schools. Priority !
areas for these plans have been identified by surveys of front line personnel. They are: the implementing of -
common standard and assessments, implementing the new evaluation systems, effective use of data from
the longitudinal data bases, and implementing the new instructional support systems. SEA and regional
teams will marshal the needed resources, identify, and contract for the services to be delivered by the ;
Professional Development Leaders or other contractors. The agreed training will be delivered in a variety of
formats using varlous kinds of media. There is an emphasis on using “e-learning tools.” The state is also
encouraging formation of professional learning community teams at schools and the embedding of time
during the contractual day during which PLCs can work. The PLCs will be the work groups that implement
the new standards operate the instructional support systems. The plan is Integrated with the RTT reform
areas. The description of this plan in the narrative is logical, consistent, and cohesive. There are concerns
that the budget does not provide sufficient resources for the scope of the tasks. There is a concern that the
timeline for having the PLCs fully able to implement standards, assessments, and the instructional support
system is overly optimistic. There is a concern that, given the amount of time and personal supervision that
is required to make PLCs effective in undertaking new and unfamiliar tasks such as data analysis and '
differentiate planning, the implementation will be uneven. These reduce the overall quality of the plan.7/10

ii. The plan includes annual evaluations of the professional development, The evaluations include an annual
analysis of the impact of the plan on teaching practices and student achievement. The state’s data system
will enable the evaluators to link the training provided with student achievement, The plan provides for
adjusting the content and delivery systems in response to this feedback. This approach is consistent with

the concept of continuous improvement. 10/10

(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)

|.The presentation claified the nature and extent of the support provided for teachers and principals
regarding their work with struggling students, especialy those entitied to ESOL services. 9/10 l

o 138 102 J 104 J

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

Available Tlar 1 Tier 2 Init

(E)(1) Intervening inthe lowest-achleving schools and 10 10 10
LEAs

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

E. (1) The state has the authority and responsibility to intervene directly in its lowest achieving schools and
in LEAs that are In improvement or corrective acting status. The authority and responsibility are contained In
the state’s constitution, state statutes, and several court decisions. Since 2004, it has intervened in 700+
school and 40 LEAs. 10/10

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 40 40 40
(i) Identifying the persistently lowest-achieving schools 5 8 5
(i) Turning around the persistently lowest-achieving 36 35 35
schools

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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I. In the past the state has used a “performance composite score” based on end of grade and end of course
assessments to identify turnaround schools. These have been subject to intervention and monitoring by the
SEA. For this plan, the state has revised its turnaround criteria. Its new criteria will include any school with a
performance composite under 50%, any high school with a graduating rate below 60%, In addition, the state
will define persistently lowest achieving schools as the lowest 5% of any the Title | schools In improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring which has a composite performance of 50% or less or Is a high school
with a graduating rate of 80% or less. These criteria meet the specifications in the scoring rubrle. 5/5 il The
state has been Innovative during the past five years in its efforts to turn around persistently low achieving
schools. The state has had significant success. It has also learned important lessons about what is likely to
be more successful. In planning how to move forward during the years of an RTT grant, the state has
applied the lessons learned to eliminate some turnaround strategies and refine others. It Is also advancing
new strategies that reflect their experience, research, and continued innovation. In turning around the low
achieving schools identified using the new RTT-related criteria, the state will Intervene at both the school
and LEA levels. In doing s0, the state will blend elements of the four models described in the application in
thoughtful ways that reflect the state’s previous learning. The state will provide all schools with additional
resources to improve student supports, The state’s plan will allow schools and LEAs some flexibility, but
both schools and LEAs will also be faced with some non negotiable mandates. In addition, the state will
provide a level of on-going management and oversight. The timelines for the schools and LEAs are
rigorous, and failure to improve can result in forfeiture of control and/or closure. All of the schools and LEAs
identified as low achieving under the RTT criteria will begin their turn around process this school year. The
state does not state annual turnaround targets in the table for performance measures. The reason Is that
the state's experience indicates turning around a school takes several years (l.e. three years). Therefore,
each school and LEA is expected to be meeting the state's turn around exit criterla In 2013-14. Because the
plan relies on in-state experience, research, and continues thoughtful and imaginative innovation, it is of
very high quality. Given this, the substitution of a three year target for all identified schools and LEAs In lisu
of annual targets Is appropriate and meets the criteria of ambitious and achievable, 35/35

Total 60 ] 50 ] 50 | |
F. General
Available | Tier1 | Tier2 | init |
| (F)(1) Making education funding a priority 10 10 10

(F)}(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

equitable conditions, 6/5

i. The state increased funding to public education Including higher education as a proportion of actual state
revenue and as a proportion of total funding avallable for state expenditures. (Table 156 provides the data
and the analysis.).5/5 ll. The state's policles are designed to result in (a) equitable funding between high
need LEAs and other LEAs and (b) between high poverty schools and others within each LEA. The state
uses its targeted categorical allotments for “DSSF” and low wealth districts to achieve equity between high
and low needs districts. LEAs determine the distribution of funds among thelr schools. The state asserts
that Its maximum individual class sizes laws, its state salary schedules, its funding by positions, and its
school performance monitoring are tools that it uses to prevent local funding decisions from creating in

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing
charter schools and other Innovative schools

40

25

25

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

I. The state law sets a firm limit on the total number of charter schools that can exist. It also fixes the
number of charter schools that can operate in any LEA at one time. These laws have the effect of limiting

the number of charter schools currently operating to 3.8% of the total number of schools In the state. The
f state has authorized additional schools that it regards as “charter like”, Combined the total number of the
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two categories of schools represents 8.1% of schools in the state. The latter do not meet the criteria for |
charter schools stated in the scoring rubric; so they are not considered for the purposes of scoring this sub
saction. 2/8 li. The state’s approach to charter schools requires student achievement to be a significant
factor in renewal. The narrative does not specifically state that schools are encouraged to serve student
populations that are similar to local district populations including high needs students. The state has closed
or not renewed Ineffective charter schools. 5/8 iii, The state's narrative asserts that charter schools receive
equitable funding compared to traditional schools. The specific data that would enable a comparison of the |
actual funding received by charter schools on a per pupil basis with the same for students at traditional
schools is not provided. This makes application of the scoring rubric problematic. 5/8 iv. The state does not
provide charter schools with funding for facilities, but charter schools can use any state or local funds for
these purposes. Data that would allow for a comparison between what is available to charter schools and
what is available to traditional schools is not provided. This makes applying the scoring rubric problematic.
The state doss not impose facility related requirements on charter schools that are more strict than those
applied to traditional schools. /8 v. The state enables and encourages LEAs to operate innovative,
autonomous public schools other than charters. They are encouraged to target at risk students. 8/8

(F)(S) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions

5

5

5

(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

needs/ interests of specific cohorts of students. 5/6

The state has supported a variety of reforms and innovations designed to increase student achisvement
and graduation rates and to narrow achievement gaps. The state has also encouraged the development of .
a wide range of schools tailored to the special needs of a community or region and/or to address the spacial

Total

55

40

COmpetitive Preference Priority 2: Emphaels on STEM

- Avaliabie |

Tier1 |

Init

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on
STEM

16

16

Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state has a history of fostering initiatives designed to expand end increase the rigor its programs for
STEM education, This plan is likely to result in a significant increase the availability of rigorous courses of
study in STEM. The state's approach to enhancing STEM education meets the criteria for preparing and
assisting teachers to integrate STEM content across the grades and disciplines through effective and
relevant instruction and applied learning opportunities for students, The initiatives and strategies are
competently designed to result in the preparation of more students for advanced study and careers inthe |
STEM disciplines. This includes underrepresented groups and women,

Total

16

Absolute Priority - Comprehenswe Approach to Education Reform

|
i
1

' Available

T:er 1

Tier 2

Init

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to
| Education Reform

Yes

Yes

lf Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

l Overall, this plan Is a well organized and comprehensive approach to reform in each of the four RTT areas.

1

i The initiatives are generally well conceived. There is a clear commitment to improve of student
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achievement. There is wide spread support for the plan among educators, state leaders, and other key }
stakeholders. The scope of work has been endorsed by the leaders of all 115 school districts. In most
instances the targets for implementation are ambitious and achievable. The state’s plan is built on its
previous work in reform. The state's plan expands on initiatives currently under way. Several of the
Initiatives proposed under this grant complement Initiatives funded by other sources. The plan blends and
leverages funds from a variety of sources. The state is reallocating and repurposing funds to make their use |
more consistent with the priorities stated in RTT application. There is a credible approach to continuing the
reforms beyond the life of the grant. :

i

Total

Grand Toftal 500 410 [ 420
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Race to the Top
Technical Review Form - Tier 2 v
North Carolina Application #4920NC10 d

A. State Success Factors

[T Litn e e e e e i s s i s e e Al B b A et

Avallablo Tier1 | Tier2 Init

(A}('l) Arﬂculating State s educatlon reform agenda and 65 60 60
LEA's participation in it
(i) Artlculating comprehensive, coherent reforn;agenda § 4 4
{il) Securing LEA commitment 45 44 44 -
(ifi) Translating LEA participation into slall;wlde |mpacl - 15 ] 12 12 i

(A)('I) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The application clearly describes a set of comprehensive and inter-related programmatic initiatives to
address the four education areas for this grant competition. It has four goals for improving student outcomes |
statewide that are described in detail including targets for NAEP, graduation rates, SAT and AP measures
and college enroliment rates. Overall, this section of the application presents a credible path to achleving its
educational reform goals. The application provides a copy of the standard MOU and the completed
summary table indicating agreement by all 115 LEAs in the state (including the two largest and the 48
lowest-achieving schools) to fully implement all components of the state reform agenda. Extensive _,-
leadership support is demonstrated by signatures from presidents of teacher unions, presidents of local ;
school boards, and LEA superintendents. All except one LEA teacher union president signed an agreement _5
to participate. The one exception is from a medium-sized LEA with 34 schools and 27,510 students of which |
9,618 are in poverty. It Is unclear why this one LEA does not have the support of the teachers’ union leader.
Nonetheless, documentation indicates that 100% of the LEAs have agreed to implement the plans in this |
application. There Is a summary table for this section which indicates numbers and percentages of ,
participating LEAs, schools, k-12 students and students in poverty. The state’s goals are expected to I
positively impaot students’ achlevement and graduation rates for all target subgroups (outlined in Appendix
1) and to narrow achievement gaps. The application does not fully delineate subgroup targets for college
enrollment, remedial course enroliment after high school graduation and AP exam performance, There is no
description of the state's future reform goals if RUT funding is not awarded. The high level of LEA support |
for the plans in this application indicates that the state has an opportunity to reach its ambitious goals. [
i

(A)(2) Bullding strong statewlde capacity to Implement, 30 20 20

scale up, and sustain proposed plans
(i) Ensuring the capacity to implement 20 10 10 :
(i) Using broad stakeholder support 10 10 10 '

{(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application clearly identifies the persons in the state who will serve on the NC R{tT management team
and describes the history of reform work already accomplished by those on the team related to the state's
reform goals. The leadership team has strong assessment, accountability and data expertise as well as
expertise In educational administration, professional development and curriculum reform processes. The ;
state's leadership team is lacking strong expertise in STEM and English language arts and reading, which l
may impede guiding schools toward the applicant's ambitious student achievement goals. The applicant
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requests a very large budget and it is unclear how equitability distributed LEAs involvment would be in
various initiatives such as STEM, improvements to teacher preparation, and strategic staff development.
The evaluation plan lacks a central leadership structure for integrating and analyzing data collected across
the four reform areas and across the muitiple organizations and multiple evaluators in the plan. There are
no cross-initiative evaluation questions to provide answers about the overall impacts and effectiveness of
the grant statewide. The evaluation plan has only initiative-specific evaluation questions, data sources and |
timelines organized in component parts for each of the four reform areas. Large amounts of qualitative
measures in the evaluation plan may challenge the reliability and validity of the evaluation data without a
clear process for establishing the inter-rater reliability of qualitative data collection. There is a detailed plan
to create a K-12 educatlon cloud infrastructure that Is Intended to Improve technology reliability, support a
statewide data system and reduce LEAs' computing costs while providing access to digital resources.
Attention to the content, purpose and quality of digital resources is lacking although digital resources
represent more than 50% of the funds requested for the state’s cloud initiative. There is no clear plan for
using digital resources that target core curricular areas to enrich student learning in math, reading and
STEM-related content, Instead the application lists generic digital tools (such as blogs, wikis, soclal
networking tools, educational videos) that have no direct evidence of effectiveness for increasing student |
achievement. in addition, migrating 100% of LEAs from multiple school-based to a centralized cloud-based
server infrastructure may pose major coordination challenges without a clear plan to train LEAs technical
staff to assist in the migration process. This may create organizational barriers to implementing the
statewide technology infrastructure in its given timeline. The application clearly describes a broad group of
stakeholders who have provided letters of support in the appendix. Stakeholder groups include teacher and
principal unions and statewide associations, PTA, governmental agencies, institutions of higher education,
education related foundations, business partners, and award-winning teacher leaders. :

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in ralsing 30 20 20
achievement and closing gaps
(1) Making progress in each reform area 4] 5 5
(i) Improving student outcomes 26 16 16

e ARG A S P A e £

(AN3) Revlewer-Comments: (Tier 1)

The application describes initiatives already undarway in the state that address the four reform areas.
These include the work began in 2007 to revise standards and assessments and accountability; longitudinal |
data system to be completed in 2010; a number of major professional development initiatives; and ‘
description of school turnround programs responsible for steadily improved student achievement. The |
application provides raw NAEP data going back more than 10 years for 4th and 8th grade math and reading
and science and writing for required subgroups. The state has mixed results with regard to sustaining :
student achievement. The narrative provides analysis and charts illustrating that the state had an increase
in reading/language arts NAEP performance above the national average for a brief time from 2000 to 2003
and then a steady decline to below the national average among 4th and 8th graders since 2005. NAEP
math performance increased steadily in the late 1990s, rose above the national average and has remained
slightly above the national average since 2000. The state has increased graduation rates_ for most . :
subgroups since 2008. Discussion of policies and practices for determining the participation of English
language learners and students with disabilities in NAEP and/or accommodations for these student
subgroups is lacking. Also lacking are college enrollment and college credit accumulation rates for
subgroups under ESEA.

Total 126 | 100 | 100 e

B. Standards and Assessments

" Available l Tier 1 | Tier 2 | Init |
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(B)(1) Developing and adoptlng common standards 40 40 40
(i) Participating in consortium developing high~quallty 20 20 20
standards

| (ii) Adopting standards 20 20 20

(B)ﬁ) Reviewer Comments* (Tler 1)

The application contains ample evidence that the state is committed to working with the Common Core i
Standards Initiative consortium of 48 states and its Accountability and Curriculum Reform Effort (ACRE) to
revise essential standards to be internationally benchmarked and adopted in the state. The plan includes
valuable reading standards for college and career readiness embedded within STEM and other content
areas. The state's Blue Ribbon Commission on Testing and Accountability laid the ground work for 21st ,
century standards’ adoption In 2008. The state's mathematics standands team is conducting research about :
i math learning trajectories to inform math standards. Writing standards are also a strength of the common -
standards under consideration for adoption. The consortium used appropriate international frameworks and |
reviewed individual countrles’ standards to inform making decisions about thelr common standards. The i
application provides a timeline for common core adoption that started in August 2009 and Is scheduled to

be completed in August 2010 with a well-coordinated roll out through the professional development plan
under this proposal that Is integrated with the ACRE project. The writing team for the math standards will
convene in spring 2010, There is opportunity for public comment and stakeholder review of the standards
during spring 2010.

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality 10 10 10
assessments

(B}{2) Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 1) i

The state included evidence of its approved resolution in January 2010 demonstrating its commitment to
working with other states on developing formative, benchmark, diagnostic and summative assessments H
based on the new common core standards, The state already is involved in several assessment consortia to |

establish common assessments aligned to the new standards, which lllustrates depth and breadth of their !
commitment to assessment,

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and 20 15 15
high-quality assessments

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state has a roll out plan consisting of four goals for transitioning to its new standards. The state is
adopting the common standards in English language arts/reading/writing and math from the consortiumn of
states as well as working through its ACRE Project to update all of its standards and assessments K-12 to
be Internationally benchmarked and aligned for college and career readiness. The plan Includes extensive
professional development for educators aimed at ensuring alignment of teaching with new standards. The
plan is less strong with regard to explaining how it will prepare teachers to formatively assess core content
learning related to the new standards. The plan includes a description of its summative assessment plan,
which is beyond the scope of this award program. There Is no baseline available to evaluate the
appropriateness of the targeted yearly +8% increase in teacher buy. However, the target appears low for a
state with 100% LEA support for adoption of the new standards.

Total | 70 [ e | 65 |
C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

[ Available i Tier1 ' Tlerz ] Init
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(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data 24 16 16
system

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application indicates that the state is in the initial process of implementing an integrated statewide ;
longitudinal data system called CEDARS through anather USDOE grant, Currently elements of the America i

COMPETES Act are housed in several data systems in the state. The application indicates elements 5, 8, 9
and 12 are not yet fully implemented in a centralized manner and it is not clear how the remaining eight
elements are actually implemented through an integrated interface that allows for easy access by LEAs and °
other stakeholders. The application mentions another grant proposal that is not yet awarded to support '

~ developing interoperability of the 12 elements. The application indicates that the state also needs several
other grants to support its ability to fully implement a statewide longitudinal data system.

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2) -
The application is not clear enough to confidently identify all of the elements that are in place. After the state |
team presentation, it appears that elements 1, 8, 10, and 12 are not in place. This does not change the :

original score. The state team did say clearly that while many elements exist in the state, the bridges
between some elements (or interoperability) are not all in place.

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data 6 3 3

{C)(2) Reviewer Commaents: (Tier 1)

The state is still building its longitudinal data system and there are no clear deadlines for its full
implementation and accessibllity to key stakeholders at the LEA level. The application mentions fall 2010
access for LEAs to some data tools that will provide reports through use of CEDARS’ business intelligence
tools. However, the application lacks any description of how the functions or report generated by CEDARS'
business intelligence tools will inform and engage stakeholders,

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction 18 12 12

(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

This section of the application describes a robust three-part assessment meathod grounded In appropriate
literature and research on assessment for learning. The assessment methods address the need for ongoing
formative assessment, cognitive diagnostic assessment and curriculum progress monitoring at the LEA
level. The state proposes to build this centralized student assessment system that will be accessible to
LEAs through a dashboard interface. There is little description of how these assessment data relate to !
CEDARs data. Some timelines given in the application appear too short for designing and developing such .
a complex assessment system. The short pilot period for the daily assessments and curriculum monitoring
tools is immediately followed by full implementation without any time allotted for evaluation and feedback to
inform the design and quality controls for this complex assessment data system. A speclfic plan for making
data available to researchers is not described. :

Total 47 31 31

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

Availab!e Tier1 Tier 2 Init

e PRI SCO B Dt (o B e PR R e

: (D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for asplrlng 21 17 17
teachers and principals

{D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application has documentation of state legal provisions that allow several alternative routes to
licensure, Alternative routes to licensure are mostly reserved for high-need or shortage areas, There is also .
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indicates a monitoring process is not fully Implemented.

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness

L TP e P UL O U A P S SR S S PR )

68

Page 5 of 11

| a provision for an alternate administrator preparation program housed in a LEA. All programs need to be
approved by the State Board of Education. There currently are several alternative routes to licensure to
teach in North Carolina. These are non-degree programs at institutions of higher education, regional |
alternative licensing centers that approve plans of study through multiple colleges and/or universities, and |
LEA-based programs that partner with college providers. There is a policy supporting alternative programs
for administrators which can be run by LEAs with state board of education approval. Direct licensure is |
available under limited circumstances. Ultimately, initial alternative licensure carries additional requirements ]
involving college and/or university coursework or LEA programs that partner with established institutions of
higher education or the regional centers. Provisions were made in August 2009 allowing onliné coursework
to count toward licensure. Descriptions of some of the alternative programs are vague. The state has a 10-
point plan for identifying and addressing shortages since 2006. Monitoring, evaluating and identifying
shortages is systematic. Multiple initiatives are in place for preparing teachers and principals to fill shortage
areas Including incentives based on student performance and attainment of advanced credentials, The total l
number of teachers and principals licensed from each type of program in the state is not clear, which

49 49
based on performance i
(i) Measuring student growth 5 3 3 ,
(i) Developing evaluation systems 16 14 14 |
(iii) Conducting annual evaluations 16 - .3 8 - *
'IF (iv) Using evaluations to inform key decisions 28 24 24

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

ineffective teachers and principals.

well-thought out plan to study a valid and reliable way to incorporate student growth into educator
evaluation methods. The study will be completed in 2014 along with validity and reliability results for new |
teacher evaluation methods. It does not mention plans to study or incorporate new student growth into
principal evaluation methods. The teacher and principal evaluation methods in place are currently used to
inform decislons in all four target areas for this grant program. The methods will be expanded to include
recommendations for professional development tools and resources and a rigorous removal process for

The state has a clear approach to measuring student growth using adequate yearly progress and new
measures such as the SAS Education Value-Added Assessment System that has predictive values ‘l
intended for informing placement decisions and tracking teacher effectiveness. There are monetary i
incentive bonuses for licensed staff in schools that mest expected growth rates. Recently the state Is

plloting varlous approaches that link incentives to individual teachers including those in low-performing |
districts. The validity of the SAS system is not verified in the application. The state has established use ofa
teacher evaluation multi-category evaluation rubric based on observation, evaluator<teacher consultations,
and artifact analysis with a developmental scale. The rubrics and reporting methods are comprehsensive '
including goal-setting for future professional growth. Direct student data are not yet Included. The principal
evaluation method Is self-assessment which Is not a rigorous evaluation method; however it does involve
review of artifacts and consultation with the superintendent. The state has plans to proceed in a thoughtful |
manner to develop an efficlent way to incorporate student growth measures into educator evaluations. North ;
Carolina state board of education has a resolution to support this new effort, They described a detailed and i

]
¥

| (D)(3) Ensuring equitable distributlon of effective | 25 20 20
teachers and principals l
i (i) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high- i - 16

' minority schools
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; (i) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects ! 10
and specially areas

(D)}{3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application clearly states that North Carolina does not have equitable distribution of effective teachers
and principals in high-poverty and high-minority schools. The state has reviewed the results of its equity
plan dated 2006 and research-based best practices. It found problems with retention of high quality i
educators In high-poverty and high-minority schools. It also found that effactiveness is context specific. The |
state has a six-point plan for address the current equity problem. The plan Involves special programs to i
recruit, prepare and retaining effective teachers and principals already working In these settings while '
aggressively using a strategic staffing approach to add more high-quality educators to build sustainable
capacity within context specific settings. The plan proposes to scale up Reglonal Leadership Academies
(RLAs) that will work with LEAs to accomplish its targets through a variety of professional development
activities aligned to research-based training processes such as nationwide recrultment efforts, use of LEA-
higher education partnerships, online courses, and context-specific teacher preparation (to address unique i
needs of diverse populations) and professional learning communities. The application presents is a capacity I
building plan for existing initiatives that could be scaled up. The state's Teach for America outcomes have
been successful In high-need and specialty areas. The application clearly articulates targets for increasing
the number and percentage of effective teachers in math and science, but does not show targets for special °
education and language instruction. It does not explain how new teachers will be supported with specific '
opportunities for professional learning in math and science learning trajectories or special education. 1
Instead the application describes generic measures such as an emphasis on recruiting strategies, ]
I

incentives for tuition and course materials, targeted induction programs which do not fully address the
needs for developing equitable capacity for effective STEM and specially area teachers.

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and 14 8 8
ptincipal preparation programs

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state plans to improve the effectiveness of teacher and princlpal preparation programs through ;
expansion of its ABC accountabllity system described under section D2. The application proposes to :
include targeted assessments about impacts of a variety of programs and routes to teacher and principal |
licensure on student achievement. The value-added from the proposed new assessments Is not clear in the
performance measures with a baseline of 100% of existing public teacher and principal preparation

programs already providing public access to data on the achlevement and growth of graduates’ K-12: !
students. The plans and targets for expansion are not clearly articulated (TBA) in the application for
independent teacher and principal preparation programs.

(D){5) Providing effactive support to teachers and 20 17 10
principals ;

(D)(8) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application has a plan to launch a comprehensive Professional Development Initiative (PDI) to build
LEAs' capacity to provide effective professional development. This plan is designed to incorporate research-
based practices related to professional growth. It includes ongoing professional development needs
assessment, resources including online access, developing a cadre of coaches and mentors from among ;
highly effective educators in the state including 14,000 national board certified teachers, and job-embedded :
professional learning communities. The PDI is designed to be sustained beyond the grant award which is
targeted at developing capacity for implementing the plan. Although the plan mentions Its existing STEM-
related programs at six regional centers, the capacity of those centers to build an effective and widespread
STEM-related teaching workforce Is not evident. This weakness Is also apparent In the lack of evaluation |
questions about the impacts of professional development directly linked to changes in content area teaching :
practices that correlate with Increases in student achievement in specific core content and specially areas.

! (D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 2)
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During the state team presentation, the team did not address their declining reading achievement, The
information provided in the application shows that the state's reading has been trending downward over
multiple years and has declined below the nationwide average. Our nation’s reading performance has also
declined below other developed countries on international measures. The application does not demonstrate
that it has identified the source or causes of declines in reading. The team explained that it does have a
number of professional development initiatives in reading. However, evidence to demonstrate the
effectiveness of its professional development with regard to student achievement in reading was not
provided. The effectiveness of professional development in building teacher expertise to address its
declining student achievement in reading is unknown,

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

Total L 138 ] 111 ] 104 | |

Available Tier 1 Tier 2 Init

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achleving schools and 10 10 10
LEAs

p SRR W

]
]

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application adequately demonstrates state board of education’s legal authority to intervene in schools g
and LEAs with corractive action status, There are documented cases of the state successfully exercising
this authority.

(E)‘z) .;év[ewar - e e e

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 40 30 30
(1) Identifying the persistently lowest-achieving schools 5 5 5
(i) Turning around the parsistently lowest-achieving 35 25 25
schools

The application clearly identifies the lowest-achieving schools in the state based on performance :
composites and graduation rates for the past three school years. It also lists the lowest 5% of LEAs. The |
application clearly describes the state's history of effort and performance on school turnaround starting in =~
2004-05. It uses all four school intervention models but the major of schools use the transformation model.
The lessons learned from its intervention efforts so far are documented but there are no annual targets
identifled In the performance measure chart. The state's plan is to intervene through needs assessment,
partnerships, planning and monitoring at the district level using one of the four models. Ten of the existing
restart schools opened in 2007 have a STEM focus. The effectiveness of these STEM schools is not clear.
The state plans to develop STEM anchor schools and a cluster network to bulld capacity within the state to |
enhangce student choice and access to STEM preparation. It will incorporate lessons leared from the STEM !
network into low-achieving school interventions, The plan's targets and its evaluation measures lack i
i

t

attention to wide-spread impacts from STEM anchor schools and networks with regard to building equitable :
distribution capacity in the state for students to enter STEM-related educational and career preparations
programs.

Total ! 50 40 40 |

F. General

Availablo | Tier1 | Tier2 | mit |
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(F){1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The application provides budget evidence showing that education funding was Increased in 2008 and was
greater than the percent of total revenues used to support education in the previous fiscal year. The state
uses 26 formulas to determine equitable distribution of state school funds and it has a fund to provide

| additional support to districts in high-poverty areas. The application shows that its K-12 public school

1 system's actual expenditures decreased dramatically by more than 70% in 2008-09 compared with 2007-08
. expenditures. The application also shows a dramatic increase in funding to UNC higher education in 2008-
09. The rationale for these shifts in educational funding is not explained.

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing 40 28 28
charter schools and other Innovatlve achoola

| (F)(2) Reviewer Comments; (Tler 1)

The state does have a charter school law which limited the total number of charter schools to 3.8% of the
total number of school in the state. There are currently 96 charter schools. The state board of education is |
the governing body able to approve applications for charter schools in the state. The SBE in North Carolina . |
created an Office of Charter Schools (OCS) dedicated to supporting and monitoring these schools in the |
state. Accountability and authorization appears not to be described in legal term but rather SBE policy.
Charter school application status is documented since 1997-98, The state has a general statute that
provides for charter schools to receive the same funds for each student as do regular public schools. Funds,
by law, come from the school district in which the student resides. The process for monitoring the
distribution of equitable funds is not clear, The average dollar amount per student for charter schools is
provided In the application but there is no comparable dollar amount for public school students. The state by
general statute does not Impose stricter facility-related requirements on charter schools than it does on
regular public schools. Charter schools can use their funds for facilities available and not in use by the local
district. There are no speclal state funds for charter school facilities which operate under the same
requirements as regutar public schools. There is no clear evidence that the state provides chart schools with
assistance in facilities acquisition. The application describes innovative and autonomous public school
models operating in the state. It has plans for the newly proposed STEM-focused high schools that are :
Intended to be Innovative and autonomous in targeting students in high-need workforce areas. The percent -
of innovative school approaches designated for turnaround Interventions Is unknown. .

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions 5 3 3 1

(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

This section of the application describes additional programs and additional laws implemented within the i
state to support conditions favorable to education reform and innovations. The evidence demonstrating
impacts from these additional programs on student achievement are minimal in this section, which makes it |
difficult to determine if there has been increases in student learning directly from or correlated with these
efforts to create reform conditions.

S

Total 55 38 38 i

COmpetitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasrs on STEM

| N Avaitable Tier 1 TIB!‘ 2 Init

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on 15 0 0
STEM |

Gompatitlve Reviewer comments‘ (T!er 1) |
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Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tler 2)
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The state team's answer to a question did not clarify how much capacity-bullding and equitable distribution
for increases in STEM learning is targeted under this funding proposal. The reviewer is also concerned
about the lack of letters of support from community partners who have strong STEM expertise in the work
world. The partnerships cited in the proposal appear to be university-based which is aligned with the state's
focus on getting students into college. This focus on LEA and university partnerships for STEM is a strong
point of their STEM plan. There Is some data presented about effectiveness of various programs and STEM
AP scores that are higher than national averages. The weakness is details about linkages or partnerships
to real world expertise in STEM for career development at all levels of STEM-related careers, not just the
high end. Another weakness Is the technology component. The STEM standard course of study cites
passing a computer skilis assessment as the technology graduation component, This does not appearto |
meet the rigorous course of study criterion. Our students need to be prepared to compete globally, for
example, with high schools in Indla that require a full year of computer sclence as a graduation

The state already offers a variety of STEM-related programs and has gathered the support of a variety of
credible STEM-capable community partners for its STEM programs that are aiready established in the state. |
However, there is not a strong plan for systemic capacity-building or scaling up rigorous STEM learning
opportunities throughout the state. The applicant's STEM plan is under the turnaround Intervention called |
the New School Model targeting low achieving LEAs and struggling schools, The performance measure :
target for the New School Model anchor schools is only 14 schools by 2014, The parformance measure
target for the proposed STEM Affinity Cluster Networks is a total of 9, The description of Affinity Cluster
Networks does not explain the percent of schools or students in the state that will have opportunities to be
prepared for STEM studies and careers through these networks. The cluster network design does not
explain how it will provide for equitable geographical distribution of STEM-related learning opportunities
beyond struggling schools. The proposed plan does not include convincing evidence about the
effectiveness of its existing STEM programs, nor does it report lessons learned from its existing STEM

| requirement. :
| Total 15 0 0

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

- ~ Avallable | Tier1 | Tierz | Init |
Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Yes Yes

l Education Reform

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/technicalreview.aspx?id=4920NC10

The applicant demonstrates a history of initiatives in the four educational reform areas. The state has :
provided evidence of strong support and participation among its LEAs for the proposed scope of work to i
continue to conduct its educational reform efforts. Strengths of the proposal are the process approach to ;
professional development and plans for strengthening measuring of teachers’ and principals' effectiveness.
The applicant also has strong plans for designing and implementing assessment and data systems to
support teachers and principals in making instructional decisions. The timelines for creating and :
implementing these assessment and data systems appear overly ambitious, however. The applicant's track
record of raising student achievement is mixed. Since 2005, student achievement has been declining in
reading. Math increases are slight. Proposed use of funds for digital resources is not well-aligned to core
content standards. The application gives little attention to subgroups such as English language learners and :
special education students. These are issues that nead to be addressed in this application, '

— |
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